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CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 

IN 


Serjeants*  Inn 

Ex  parte  Emanuel  Cooper  and  others. — In  the  matter      Mareh22, 
of  William  S  awer  Young. and  April  25' 

rp  .  1842. 

IHIS  was  the  petition  of  trustees  of  a  joint  stock  Tbebtoknipt 

banking  company  claiming  a  lien  on    the   bankrupt's  ToldeHDTjoiDt 

shares  in  the  bank,  and  on  other  documents  deposited  compa^^^^^^ 

with  them  by  the  bankrupt,  and  praying  for  the  usual  jf^^h  wM.ihat 

Order  as  in  the  case  of  an  equitable  mortgage.  Jj**  *^°^  thonid 

By  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  company  (styled  the  *^«  »*»»/«»  ^^ 

London  and  County  Banking  Company),  dated  the  4th  bolder  for  aoy 

balance  due 
August  1836,  to  which  the  bankrupt  was  a  party,  it  was  from  him  to  the 

company.    The 

provided,  that  all  debts  and  engagements  to  the  company  baoknipt  also 
of  any  shareholder,  either  for  cash  advances  or  balances,  separate  trade 
or  running  bills  or  notes  passed  to  the  company  by  each  der  the  firm  of* 
shareholder,  or  his   partner,  or  otherwise   howsoever,  andwa?i^eb?ed 
should  be  at  all  times  and  in  all  cases  set  off  against  all  !!",!!*•  ^*'\^j°5 

^  company  id  a 

shares  and   stock  of  such   shareholder,  whether  such  ^«'8«  balance 

'  on  a  lunning 

debts  or  engagements  should  be  the  debts  or  engage-  account.   To 

secure  this  ba* 

roents  of  such  shareholder,  individually,  or  jointly,  or  in  lance,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  com- 

partnership  with  any  other  person  or  persons.  pany*8lien  on 

the  shares,  the 
bankrupt  bad  deposited  with  the  company  two  policies  of  life  assurance,  and  other  securities; 
but  no  notice  of  the  deposit  had  been  ^iven  to  the  insurance  office.  Hetd,  Isf,  That,  iio  joint 
creditors  of  the  banking  company  having  pro? ed  under  the  fiat,  the  company  were  entitled  to 
prove  lor  Uie  residue  of  their  debta,  after  deducting  the  proceeds  of  their  securities ;  2ndly, 
That  the  want  of  notice  to  the  insurance  office  was  not  conclusive  evidence  of  the  policies 
being  in  the  reputed  ownership  of  the  bankrupt,  and  that,  no  evidence  having  been  adduced 
if  SMb  repvted  ownersbip,  the  banking  company  were  entitled  to  the  policies  in  question. 
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1841.  It  was  provided  also  by  another  clause  in  the  deed  of 

Kx  parte  settlement,  that  any  member  of  the  company,  being  in- 
and  others  d^bted  to  the  Company,  should  forthwith  upon  demand 
pay  and  discharge  such  debt,  without  requiring  the 
accounts  of  the  partnership  to  be  taken,  and  as  if  such 
member  was  a  debtor  to  the  company  without  being 
interested  as  a  partner  therein ;  and,  in  default  of  pay- 
ment, might  be  sued  for  the  amount  to  be  recovered  by 
way  of  liquidated  damages,  subject  to  any  claim  he  might 
have  in  the  capital  of  the  company. 

The  bankrupt  carried  on  the  business  of  a  banker  in 
West  Smithfield,  London,  under  the  firm  of  "  Young 
&  Co.;"  and  on  the  23rd  March  1840  the  present  fiat 
was  issued  against  him,  when  he  was  indebted  to  the 
banking  company  in  the  sum  of  1423/.  3^.  5d.  for  monies 
advanced  by  the  bank.  At  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy, 
he  was  the  proprietor  of  twenty  shares  in  the  banking 
company,  which  were  of  the  value  of  200/. 

On  the  26th  October  1838,  the  bankrupt  deposited 
with  the  banking  company  the  title  deeds  of  a  freehold 
house  and  premises  in  West  Smithfield,  accompanied 
with  a  written  memorandum,  which  stated  the  deposit  to 
have  been  made  in  consideration  of  the  advances  which 
the  company  had  made,  or  might  thereafter  make,  on 
bills  of  exchange  or  otherwise.  At  the  time  of  this 
deposit  the  bankrupt  was  entitled  to  one-ninth  of  the 
reversionary  estate  in  the  premises  comprised  in  the 
deeds,  after  the  death  of  Mary  Young, his  mother;  which 
reversionary  interest  was  valued  at  98/.  5s. 

On  the  30th  January  1840,  the  bankrupt  deposited 
with  the  banking  company  two  policies  of  insurance  on 
his  own  life,  one  for  the  sum  of  999/.  in  the  Economic 
Life  Insurance  Ofiice,  and  the  other  for  the  sum  of  1000/. 
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1841.  a  lien  on  the  shares  of  such  proprietors  as  were  customers 
Ki  parte  ^"^  indebted  to  the  bank,  and  an  abstract  of  this  provi- 
M^^'^  sion  was  indorsed  on  the  certificate  of  the  share  held  by 
each  proprietor ;  the  bankrupt  at  the  time  of  his  bank- 
ruptcy was  the  owner  of  thirty  of  these  shares,  and  had 
in  his  possession  the  certificate  of  ownership  thus  in- 
dorsed, being  then  largely  indebted  to  the  bank  for 
advances ;  and  it  was  held  that  these  did  not  pass  to  his 
assignees,  under  the  clause  of  reputed  ownership,  so  as 
to  defeat  the  lien  of  the  bank,  which  had  been  provided 
for  in  the  deed. 

The  objection,  as  we  understand,  that  is  to  be  made 
in  the  present  instance  to  the  right  of  proof  by  the 
hanking  company  for  any  deficiency,  ader  realizing 
their  securities,  is,  that  the  bankrupt  was  a  partner  in 
the  banking  company,  and  that  one  partner  cannot 
prove  against  another,  in  competition  with  the  general 
creditors.  But  there  is  a  distinction  in  the  right  of 
proof  between  partners,  where  one  partner  carries  on  a 
separate  trade  on  his  own  account,  wholly  distinct  from 
that  of  the  partnership.  In  such  case,  it  is  clear  that 
one  partner  may  prove  against  the  other.  In  Ex  parte 
St,  Barbe  (a),  it  was  decided  that  where  partners  arc 
engaged  individually  in  other  concerns,  if  the  concerns 
are  distinct,  proof  may  be  made  in  bankruptcy  of  debts 
as  between  the  different  estates ;  but  not,  if  they  are 
merely  branches  of  the  joint  concern.  This  distinction 
is  clearly  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  in  his  judgment, 
who,  in  alluding  to  Lord  Thurlow's  decisions  in  the  case 
of  Shaheshaftf  Stirrup,  and  Salisbury  (6),  says,  that, 
**  the  three  partners  carrying  on  the  business  of  cotton 
manufacturers  in  Lancashire,  and  two  of  them  in  London^ 

(a)  11  Vea.  413.  (6)  6  Vci.  123,  743.  747. 
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there  could  not  be  proof  by  the  three  against  the  two ; 
but  if  the  trades  were  perfectly  distinct,  then  the  three, 
as  cotton  manufiu^turers  in  Lancashire,  might  be  creditors 
upon  the  separate  concern  of  the  two,  as  ironmongers  in 
London/*  The  same  point  was  afterwards  ruled  by  Lord 
Eldon  in  Ex  parte  Tre8ham{d).  In  the  present  case,  the 
bankrupt  carried  on  a  separate  trade  perfectly  distinct 
from  the  business  of  the  banking  company;  the  fact 
therefore  of  the  bankrupt  having  a  joint  interest  in  the 
company  is  no  bar  to  the  proof. 

The  subsequent  case  of  Ex  parte  SiUitoe  (£),  though 
it  may  be  relied  on  by  the  other  side  in  fiavour  of  their 
argument,  perfectly  accords  with  this  decision.  There 
two  partners  of  a  large  banking  firm  carried  on  a  sepa- 
rate trade  as  ironmongers,  and  a  debt  arose  from  the 
aggregate  firm  to  the  separate  trade,  in  respect  of  monies 
procured  for  the  benefit  of  the  aggregate  firm,  on  the 
credit  of  the  indorsement  of  bills  by  the  separate  firm ; 
and  Lord  JEldan  held,  that  under  these  circumstances, 
no  proof  could  be  made  on  behalf  of  the  firm  of  the  two 
against  the  aggregate  firm  in  respect  of  that  debt.  Why? 
Because,  as  Lord  Eldon  says  in  his  judgment,  *'  if  an 
individual  partner  has  nothing  more  to  say  than  this, 
that  he  has  lent  100/.  to  his  partnership,  the  strict  rule 
(that  is,  that  one  partner  shall  not  prove  against  another) 
immediately  applies  to  him,  and  shuts  him  out  from  the 
benefit  of  proof;  if  it  were  sufficient  to  state,  that  the 
partner  would  not  have  lent  the  lOOZ.  but  as  a  separate 
trader,  the  rule  is  at  an  end.  We  are  not,  therefore, 
merely  to  consider  the  question,  whether  John  and  Wil- 
Kam  Jackson  were  partners  as  ironmongers ;  but  whether 
this  18  to  be  considered  a  transaction  between  trade  and 


1841. 

£x  parte 

CoOPSR 

and  others. 


(a)  I  Rom,  146. 


(6)  IG.&  J.374. 
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1841.  trade;'*  and  in  a  subsequent  part  of  his  judgment  he 
Ex  parte  adds,  that  these  two  persons  were  not  dealing  with  the 
aSToihew.  aggregate  firm  in  the  trade  of  ironmongers,  "  not  dealing 
in  their  separate  articles,  but  dealing  for  the  convenience 
of  the  general  partnership,  by  advancing  money  to  retire 
bills  discounted  by  the  Bank  of  England.''  The  decision 
of  this  Court  in  Ex  parte  Grazebroohe  (a)  went  rather 
beyond  the  former  cases  ;  for  in  that  case  there  was  no 
distinct  trade,  but  there  was  an  ascertained  debt  on  a 
balance  acknowledged  to  be  due  from  one  partner  to 
another,  at  the  dissolution  of  their  partnership ;  and  the 
Court  said,  that  "  the  debt  was  contracted  at  the  time  of 
the^'dissolution,  and  became  a  separate  legal  debt  suable 
at  law." 

Supposing,  of  which  however  there  is  no  evidence  in 
the  present  case,  that  there  are  any  outstanding  liabilities, 
for  which  the  petitioners  are  jointly  liable  with  the  bank- 
rupt, still  that  circumstance  will  not  affect  the  right  of 
proof,  but  will  merely  operate  as  a  stay  of  the  dividends 
upon  the  proof.  In  Ex  parte  Moore  {b),  it  was  held, 
that  a  partner  cannot  prove  against  his  copartner,  upon 
merely  indemnifying  the  joint  estate.  The  objection 
there  taken  to  the  proof  was,  that  such  partner  could 
not  be  considered  as  a  surety  who  had  paid  the  debt,  or 
any  part  thereof  in  discharge  of  the  whole  debt ;  but  that 
objection  has  no  application  to  this  case.  Ex  parte 
Castelt  (c),  however,  is  decidedly  in  favour  of  the  right 
of  the  present  petitioners.  In  that  case,  five  persons 
carried  on  the  business  of  bankers  in  partnership  at 
York,  and  four  of  the  five  carried  on  the  business  of 
bankers  at  Wakefield  ;  and  it  was  held,  that  a  proof 
might  be  made  by  the  firm  of  the  five  against  the  firm  of 

(a)  2  Dcac.  &  C.  186.        (6)  2  G.  «t  J.  166.        (c)  2  G.  &  J.  124. 
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the  four,  in  respect  of  a  balance  arising  out  of  dealings 
between  the  two  firms  of  the  York  and  Wakefield  banks. 
Sir  John  Leach  applied  his  judgment  in  the  last  case  to 
two  other  cases  then  depending  before  him,  involving  the 
same  point — one.  Ex  parte  Brenchley,  where  the  debt 
arose  from  advances  of  money  made  by  the  larger  firm 
(who  were  bankers)  to  the  minor  firm — and  the  other, 
Ex  parte  Stroud,  where  the  debt  due  by  the,  one  firm  to 
the  other  was,  in  respect  of  the  employment  of  the  sur- 
plus monies  which  the  larger  firm  had  in  their  hands 
as  bankers ;  and  he  decided,  that  in  each  of  these 
cases  the  debt  was  to  be  considered  as  a  dealing  by  the 
bankers  in  the  way  of  their  trade.  His  Honor  there 
says,  that  "  where  a  firm  of  two  or  more  partners  carry 
on  a  distinct  trade,  the  creditors  of  the  larger  firm  are 
not  the  creditors  of  the  smaller  firm ;  and  consequently, 
when  the  firm  of  two  or  more  prove  against  the  larger 
firm,  they  do  not  prove  against  their  own  creditors  (a). 
Upon  this  reasoning,  I  cannot  but  still  doubt,  whether 
the  smaller  firm  of  two  or  more  is  not  in  all  cases  to 
prove  against  the  larger  firm ;  and  whether  it  can  make 
a  difference,  that  the  debt  due  to  the  smaller  firm  is  in 
respect  of  a  dealing  in  the  way  of  their  distinct  trade,  or 
in  respect  of  any  other  dealing  with  the  larger  firm. 
Consistently,  however,  with  any  principle  stated  in  the 
case  of  Ex  parte  Sillitoe,  it  does  appear  to  me,  in  all 
the  three  cases  in  question,  the  one  firm  is  entitled  to 
prove  against  the  other  firm/*    One  of  the  most  recent 

(a)  Although  the  creditors  of  the  larger  firm  are  not  the  creditors  of  the 
smaller  firm,  they  have  still  a  lien  upon  the  surplus  of  the  separate  estate 
•f  each  indindaal  inemher  of  the  smaller  firm ;  and  therefore,  if  the  minor 
(nn  of  B.and  C.  be  permitted  to  prove  against  the  firm  of  A.  B.  and  C,  B. 
and  C.  would  be  proving  in  competition  with  creditors  to  whom  they  were 
each  separately  liable.— £.  £•  D. 
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1841.        cases  decided,  before  this  tribunal  was  established,  is  Ex 
J^^^^^       parte  Cooke  (a),  where  one  of  two  partners  carried  on 

CoopBR       a  separate  trade,  and  proof  was  admitted  by  the  one 
against  the  two. 

Having  now  gone  through  all  the  cases  as  to  ordinary 
partnerships,  it  remains  still  for  the  Court  to  consider, 
whether  there  is  not  a  distinction  between  the  case  of  a 
common  partnership,  and  one  like  this,  where  there  is  a 
company  consisting  of  no  less  than  800  proprietors. 
Here,  under  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  settlement, 
there  was  every  half-year  a  settled  account  between  the 
banking  company  and  their  customers,  and  the  account 
-  was  made  up  regularly  in  the  pass-book  of  each  cus- 
tomer. On  the  latter  ground  alone  therefore,  namely, 
that  the  debt  is  an  ascertained  debt,  we  submit  that  the 
petitioners  are  entitled  to  prove  against  the  estate  of  the 
bankrupt,  independently  of  the  other  ground,  that  be 
carried  on  a  separate  and  distinct  trade.  The  only  ques- 
tion here  is,  whether  the  Court  will  direct  an  inquiry 
as  to  the  amount  of  the  outstanding  debts  of  the  banking 
company,  and  stay  the  dividends  on  the  proof  until 
those  debts  are  satisfied.  That  is  the  only  qualification 
which,  as  we  submit,  the  Court  can  direct  as  to  the  right 
of  proof. 

With  respect  to  the  policies  of  assurance,  there  may 
be  a  question  raised  by  the  other  side,  whether  the 
insurance  companies  had  notice  of  their  being  deposited 
with  the  petitioners.  This  point  has,  h(^wever,  lately 
been  decided  by  the  Vice  -  Chancellor  in  the  case  of 
Duncan  v.  Chamberlain,  which  came  before  him  on  the 
4th  December  last,  where  it  was  held,  that  a  party  who 
had  effected  a  policy  of  assurance  in  a  mutual  assurance 

(a)  Mont.  228. 
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CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

eompAoy  was  to  be  considered  a  partner  in  the  insurance  i84i. 
company,  and  therefore  that  no  formal  notice  was  neces-  ^^/^ 
sary  to  be  given  to  the  company  of  any  deposit  of  the  ^^^ 
policy  with  a  third  person;  as  notice  to  one  partner 
amounted  to  notice  to  all. 


Mr.  J.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Randall,  for  the  assignees. 
There  are  three  questions  of  importance  to  be  decided 
in  this  case :  1.  As  to  the  right  of  proof,  which  we  deny ; 
2.  Supposing  there  to  be  a  right  of  proof,  then,  whether 
the  petitioners  have  a  right  to  retain  the  shares  which 
the  bankrupt  had  in  the  company;  and  3.  Whether 
notice  was  not  necessary  to  be  given  to  the  insurance 
companies  of  the  deposit  of  the  policies  of  assurance. 

As  to  the  1st  question, — we  concede  that  the  London 
and  County  Banking  Company  was  a  legal  banking 
company,  but  not  different  in  any  respect  from  the  case 
of  a  common  partnership.  The  whole  of  the  debt  in  the 
present  instance  consists  of  pecuniary  advances  made  by 
the  banking  company  to  the  bankrupt;  and  a  case  of 
this  description  is  very  different  from  one,  where  there 
are  different  firms  of  trading,  and  the  dealings  between 
die  firms  are  in  respect  of  goods  sold  and  delivered  by 
one  firm  to  the  other.  U  Ex  parte  Grazebrook,  which 
has  been  cited  by  the  other  side,  was  decided  on  the 
ground  that  one  firm  can  prove  against  the  other  for 
mere  pecuniary  advances,  that  case  cannot  stand;  but 
the  point  did  not  there  arise.  We  put  the  question 
shortly  in  this  form,  and  we  submit  that  it  cannot  be 
controverted :  where  there  are  joint  liabilities  of  a  part- 
nership outstanding,  one  partner  cannot  prove  against 
another.  It  is  perfectly  immaterial,  whether  there  is  an 
ascertained  balance  or  not.    This  principle  was  fully 


and  othert. 
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1841.  recognized  in  Ex  parte  Ellis  {a),  where  it  was  decided, 
^T"^^^  that  a  partner  cannot  prove  or  claim,  until  all  the  joint 
Cooper  debts  are  paid.  In  that  case,  the  petitioners  sought 
only  a  qualified  right  of  proof;  but  the  Court  said, 
*'  You  cannot  prove  at  all."  He  then  offered  to  indem- 
nify the  bankrupt's  estate  from  any  joint  liabilities,  but 
the  Court  said,  "  No — that  wo'nt  do.'*  In  the  case  of 
Duncombe  v.  Griffin  (6)  it  was  held  by  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor,  that  one  partner  could  not  prove  against  another, 
even  for  the  mere  purpose  of  staying  his  certificate.  As 
to  Ex  parte  Sillitoe(c),  that  case  appears  to  decide  the 
point  against  the  petitioners,  instead  of  being  an  autho- 
rity in  their  favour ;  for  Lord  Eldon  there  held,  that 
there  were  only  two  cases  excepted  from  the  operation 
of  the  general  rule,  that  one  partner  cannot  prove 
against  another ;  the  first  is,  where  one  partner  fraudu- 
lently abstracts  monies  from  the  partnership  fund ;  and 
the  second,  where  one  partner  is  engaged  in  a  distinct 
trade,  and  there  are  separate  dealings  of  goods  supplied 
by  one  firm  to  the  other.  Lord  Eldon,  after  taking 
further  time  to  consider  of  his  judgment  in  Ex  parte 
Sillitae,  stated,  '*  that  he  had  carefully  examined  all  the 
cases  relating  to  this  question  of  proof  by  partners  as 
separate  traders,  in  competition  with  their  joint  cre- 
ditors, and  that  they  were  all  cases  in  which  the  articles 
of  one  trade  had  been  furnished  to  another  trade ;  and 
that  there  was  no  case  in  which  the  exception  had  been 
allowed,  where  money  had  been  advanced  to  the  part- 
nership by  one  or  more  of  the  partners."  Sir  •/.  LeacKs 
principle,  on  which  he  grounded  his  differing  in  opinion 
firom  Lord  Eldon  in  Ex  parte  Castell,  was  this :  that 
where  there  is  a  firm  of  five  partners,  and  a  separate 

(a)  2  G.  &  J.  312.         (6)  18  May  1829.         (c)  1  G.  &  J.  374. 
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1841.  judges  who  decided  that  case^  that  the  circumstance  of 
j;^'^^  the  partner,  who  had  assigned  over  all  his  share  of  the 
Cooper  partnership  trade,  being  suffered  to  continue  still  acting 
as  the  owner  of  it,  was  a  fraud  against  other  persons, 
and  that  the  assignment  thereupon  was  not  good  against 
creditors  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy.  [Sir  John 
Cross.  There  is  some  difference,  in  point  of  fact,  between 
that  case  and  this ;  for  here  the  creation  of  the  lien  and 
the  creation  of  the  shares  are  simultaneous ;  the  bank- 
rupt therefore  could  never  have  been  the  reputed  owner.] 
He  would  have  appeared  so  from  the  books  of  the  com- 
pany ;  for  the  shares  continued  to  stand  in  his  name  in 
their  books.  The  principle  we  are  now  contending  for 
was  acted  upon  in  the  more  modern  case  of  Nelson  v. 
The  London  Assurance  Company  (a),  where  certain  di- 
rectors of  the  company,  transacting  business  with  the 
company  in  their  separate  and  private  capacities,  assigned 
their  salaries  and  shares  to  the  company,  to  secure  the 
private  debts  that  might  be  due  from  them  to  the  com- 
pany in  respect  of  such  transactions,  and  empowered 
the  company  to  direct  the  treasurer  to  retain  and  sell 
the  same  for  payment  thereof;  but  by  a  clause  at  the 
end  of  the  deed  it  was  provided,  that  until  there  should 
be  some  order  of  the  director,s  made,  every  director 
might  receive  his  salary,  and  transfer  his  shares ;  and 
before  any  such  order  made,  one  of  them  became  bank- 
rupt ;  and  it  was  held,  that  his  shares  were  within  his 
order  and  disposition  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy,  and 
passed  to  his  assignees.  We  submit,  that  there  is  no 
difference  between  that  case  and  this.  But  we  contend, 
that,  on  general  principles,  the  assignment  of  one  part- 
ner's share  to  his  co-partners,  when  he  is  permitted  to 

(a)  2  Sim.  &  St.  292. 
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individual  member  cannot  be  set  off  by  him  against  any 
demand  of  the  company. 

S.  As  to  the  necessity  of  giving  notice  to  the  insurance 
companies  of  the  deposit  of  the  policies  of  assurance, — 
there  is  hardly  a  case  in  which  this  point  has  arisen, 
where  the  members  of  the  insurance  company  were  not 
in  reality  co-partners.  In  £x  parte  Vallance{a)  the 
party  making  the  deposit  of  shares  in  a  gas  company 
was  a  co-partner ;  and  yet,  as  no  notice  was  given  to  the 
company  of  the  deposit,  it  was  held  that  the  shares 
passed  to  the  assignees.  So  in  Ex  parte  Spencer  (fi), 
the  depositor  was  a  partner  in  the  gas  company  on  the 
face  of  the  transaction.  But  we  contend,  that  the  cir- 
cumstance of  a  party  having  a  share  in  the  profits  of  a 
concern  does  not  necessarily  constitute  him  a  partner ; 
as  if  one  member  of  a  partnership  assigns  to  me  all  his 
profits  in  the  concern,  that  does  not  make  me  a  partner 
with  the  others.  Still,  admitting  the  bankrupt  to  be 
considered  a  partner  in  those  companies,  we  submit  that 
if  a  partner  of  this  description  assigns  his  share  to  a 
third  person,  the  company  are  not  ipso  facto  to  be  held 
as  having  notice  of  the  assignment.  In  £Jx  parte  Bur- 
bridge  (c),  it  was  held  by  the  Lords  Commissioners,  that 
the  private  knowledge,  which  one  of  the  directors  and 
the  actuary  of  an  insurance  company  had  of  an  assign- 
ment of  shares  upon  trust,  did  not  operate  as  notice  of 
the  trust  to  the  company,  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of 
the  72d  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  in  regard  to  re- 
puted ownership.  There,  too,  as  in  the  present  case, 
the  policy  was  efiected  with  the  Economic  Assurance 


(a)  3  Mont.  &  A.  224 ;  2  Deac.  354. 
(6)  3  Mont.  &  A.  697 ;  1  Deac.  468. 
(0  1  Deac.  131  ^  S.CEx  parU  Watkins,  2  Mont.  &  A.  358. 
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Company.     And  in  Williams  v.  Thorp  (a),  where  the 
policy  was,  also,  like  one  of  those  in  the  present  case^  in 
the  Equitable  Assurance  Office,  and  the  bankrupt  had 
assigned  it,  without  giving  notice  to  the  office,  it  was 
held  that  his  assignees  under  the  commission  were  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  it.     In  the  case  of  the  Lancaster 
Carnal  Company  in  the  matter  of  Dilworth  (&),  the  party 
there  making  the  pledge  was  the  treasurer  of  the  com- 
pany, who  had  become  bankrupt,  and  the  parties  to 
whom  the  pledge  was  made  were  the  company  them- 
selves ;  and  yet  it  was  held,  that  as  certain  forms  were 
not  complied  with,  which  were   necessary  upon  the 
transfer  of  shares,  the  shares  remained  in  the  order  and 
disposition  of  the  bankrupt.     Even,  where  a  bond  debt 
is  assigned,  and  the  bond  itself  delivered  to  the  assignee, 
notice  of  the  assignment  is  still  necessary  to  be  given  to 
the  obligor,  in  order  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  clause  of 
repoted  ownership ;    Ex  parte  Monro  (c).     But  in  all 
the  numerous  cases  we  have  cited  relating  to  the  assign- 
ment of  shares  in  joint  stock  companies,  the  circum- 
stance is  prominent  on  the  face  of  every  one  of  them, 
that  the  party  making  the  assignment  or  deposit  was 
himself  a  partner,  as  much  as  the  bankrupt  in  the  present 
case;  and  yet  it  has  been  held,  that  a  formal  notice  of  the 
assignment  or  deposit  must  be  given  to  the  company ;  it 
is  too  late  now,  therefore,  to  urge  the  argument,  that 
the  party  making  the  deposit  was  a  partner  in  the  com- 
pany, and  that  no  notice  was  necessary.     In  all  these 
cases  it  has  been  uniformly  held,  that  an  express  notice 
most  be  given,  and  that  an  indirect  notice  is  not  suffi-, 
cient.    We  submit,  however,  that  the  deposit  by  one  of 

(a)  3  Sim.  257.  (6)  Mont.  &  A.  94 ;  1  Deac.  &  C.  411. 

(e)  Back,  300. 
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1841.       the  members  of  an  insurance  company  of  the  certificate 
^^^^       of  his  own  share  with  a  third  person,  does  not  amount 

Kxipuit 

Cooper       to  a  partnership  transaction ;  and  therefore  the  argument 
aiKiotliers.         ^    ,  ,  .,  .  ,    . 

of  the  other  side,  as  to  notice  to  one  partner  being 

notice  to  the  others,  does  not  apply  in  this  case. 

On  this  last  branch  of  the  argument,  therefore,  we 
contend  for  these  three  propositions :  1st.  That  the  bank- 
rupt was  not  strictly  a  partner  in  either  of  the  insurance 
companies  ;  Sndly.  that  the  deposit  of  his  policies  with  a 
third  party  was  not  a  partuership  transaction  ;  and 
Srdly,  that  whether  it  was  so,  or  not,  or  whether  the 
bankrupt  was  a  partner,  or  not,  an  express  notice  was 
necessary  to  be  given  to  the  insurance  companies. 

Mr.  Swanston,  in  reply.    As  to  the  first  part  of  the 
argument  urged  in  contradiction  of  our  right  of  proof, 
there  will  be  little  difiiculty  in  answering  it ;  for  in  the 
present  case  the  bankrupt  carried  on  a  separate  trade, 
perfectly  distinct  from  that  of  the  banking  company,  and 
the  dealings  were  between  trade  and  trade.    With  respect 
to  the  case  of  JSx  parte  Sillitoe  (a),  which  has  been  so 
much  relied  on  by  the  other  side.  Lord  Eldons  judg- 
ment there  was  founded  on  the  point,  that  the  debt  of 
the  one  firm  to  the  other  was,  not  in  respect  of  the 
dealings  of  the  distinct  trade  of  the  minor  firm,  but  in 
respect  of  a  dealing  for  the  convenience  of  the  general 
partnership,  namely,  by  the  minor  firm  advancing  money 
to  the  larger  firm,  to  retire  bills  discounted  by  the  Bank 
of  England.     Lord  Eldon  says,  that  the  question  to  be 
decided  was,  *^  what  is  the  principle  upon  which  it  can 
be  said,  that  the  rule  of  law  is  to  be  relaxed  in  respect 

(a)  1  G.  &  J.  374. 
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of  the  dealings  of  these  two  partners,  because  they  were 
ironmongers^  not  dealing  in  the  trade  of  ironmongers,  not 
dealing  in  these  separate  articles,  but  dealing  for  the  con- 
venience of  the  general  partnership."  It  was  not  inci- 
dental to  their  trade  of  ironmongers  to  make  advances  of 
money  to  the  bankers,  who  constituted  the  larger  firm ; 
thb  was  not  a  dealing  between  trade  and  trade.  [Sir 
John  Cross.  In  that  case,  it  seems  difficult  to  suppose 
that  the  dealings  of  the  bankers  with  the  two  Jacksons, 
the  minor  firm,  were  not  dealing  with  them,  aspartnerSf 
in  some  trade  or  other.  It  would  have  been  different,  if 
the  advances  had  been  made  by  only  one  of  those  indivi- 
doals  to  the  bank.]  As  to  the  argument  of  the  other 
side,  that  the  dealings  must  be  in  goods,  in  order  to  con- 
stitute a  right  of  proof  by  one  firm  against  the  other,  the 
decision  of  Sir  John  Leach  in  Ex  parte  Castell  (a),  is  quite 
against  that  construction ;  for  there  the  dealings  of  the 
two  firms  were  entirely  as  bankers,  and  not  in  any  way 
relating  to  goods.  Money  is  as  much  the  subject  of  deal- 
ing between  bankers,  as  iron  in  the  trade  of  ironmongers. 
The  exception  to  the  rule  is  not  confined  to  dealings  in 
goods,  but  includes  all  the  dealings  incidental  to  the 
separate  trade  of  the  minor  firm. 

As  to  the  second  point  argued  by  the  other  side  in 
opposition  to  the  lien  of  the  banking  company  on  the 
shares,  the  provision  of  the  deed  of  settlement  is  express, 
that  the  shares  of  every  shareholder  should  be  subject  to 
his  debts  or  engagements  with  the  banking  company;  and 
the  decision  of  this  Court  in  Ex  parte  Plant  (Jb)  is  an 
express  authority  in  support  of  such  lien.  In  the  case 
of  Ndson  V,  The  London  Assurance  Company  (c),  there 


1841. 

Kx  parte 

CoopxR 

and  others. 


(•)  2  6.  &  J.  124. 
(0  2  Sin.  &  St,  292. 
VOL.  II. 


(h)  4  Deac.  &  C.  160. 
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COOPBR 

aadothen. 


was  something  previously  to  be  done,  namely^  some  order 
of  the  directors  to  be  made^  before  the  lien  could  attach ; 
and  as  this  order  was  not  made  before  the  bankruptcy  of 
the  party,  no  lien  would  of  course  exist. 

As  to  the  third  point  contended  for,  the  necessity  of 
notice  to  the  insurance  companies,  there  may  be  some- 
what more  diflSculty.  We  must  rely,  however,  on  the 
express  decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  on  the  point  in 
Duncan  Y.ChamberlainfWhere  he  acted  upon  the  Master's 
report  in  the  case,  which  found  that  the  members  of  the 
Equitable  Assurance  Company  were  partners.  Now,  it 
cannot  be  denied,  that  notice  to  one  partner  is  notice  to 
all.  There  is  no  other  case,  however,  in  which  this  pre- 
cise point  has  ever  yet  been  raised,  namely,  whether  a 
transfer  of  shares  by  one  partner  in  a  company  is  not  no- 
tice, of  itself,  of  such  transfer  to  the  other  member  of  the 
company. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


WatwuntUr, 


The  petition  came  on  again  this  day,  as  set  down  to  be 
spoken  to.  Since  the  last  hearing,  the  following  allega- 
tions were  introduced  into  it  by  way  of  amendment 
That  the  bankrupt,  for  several  years  before,  and  up  to  the 
time  of,  his  bankruptcy,  carried  on  the  business  of  a  banker 
in  West  Smithfield,  under  the  firm  of  Young  and  San, 
which  was  a  distinct  and  separate  business  from  the  busi- 
ness carried  on  by  the  London  and  County  Banking 
Company ;  and  that  neither  the  banking  company,  nor 
any  of  its  shareholders,  had  any  interest  whatever  in  this 
separate  business  of  the  bankrupt.  That  the  bankrupt 
was  a  customer  of  the  London  and  County  Banking 
Company,  and  kept  an  account  with  them  in  the  name  of 
the  firm  of  '^  Young  and  Son,**  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
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other  customers  of  the  banking  company ;  and  that  the 
debt  due  from  the  bankrupt  to  the  company  arose  in 
respect  of  monies  drawn  out  of  the  bank  by  means  of  the 
bankrupt's  cheques,  and  on  account  of  bills  of  exchange 
discounted  by  thf  company  for  the  bankrupt  in  his  sepa- 
rate trade ;  and  that  the  debt  due  from  him  to  the  com- 
pany was  in  respect  of  trade  bills  so  discounted,  and 
Bonies  advanced  by  the  company  to  the  firm  o^  Young 
ami  Son  upon  the  bankrupts'  cheques. 


1841. 


Es  parts 

COOPBA 


Mr.  BaeoUf  in  support  of  the  amended  petition.  The 
assignee  has  made  an  affidavit  that  several  debts  were 
stili  doe  and  unpaid  from  the  banking  company.  But  it 
does  not  appear  that  any  creditor  of  the  banking  com- 
pany has  attempted  to  prove  any  joint  debt  against  the 
bankrupts'  estate.  He  then  referred  to  the  case  of 
Ihrncan  v.  Ckambertain  {a),  which  was  cited  in  the 
former  argument,  to  show  that  there  was  no  necessity, 
in  the  present  case,  to  give  notice  to  the  insurance  office 
of  the  deposit.  He  also  relied  on  Edwards  v.  Scott  (b), 
where  it  was  decided,  that  in  order  to  constitute  a  case  of 
reputed  ownership,  some  positive  evidence  must  be  given 
that  the  bankrupt  was  reputed  to  be  the  owner  of  the 
property  in  question. 


Mr.  J.  Runell,  contra.  As  to  the  right  to  the  policies 
of  assurance,  there  can  be  no  question  but  that  the  peti- 
tioner must  fail  in  establishing  that  right,  according  to 
die  doctrine  laid  down  in  all  the  cases  from  1827  to 
1840.  It  is  indispensable,  to  render  the  assignment  of  a 
policy  of  insurance  valid,  that  express  and  formal  notice 

(«)  Cot.  v.  Ch.,  4  Dec.  1840. 
(*)  llta.&0.9eS;2Scott,N.R.266. 
C2 
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E  Darte       surancc  company. 

Cooper  Then,  as  to  the  right  of  one  partner  to  prove  against 

the  estate  of  his  copartner,  it  was  decided  in  Ex  parte 
Adams  (a) f  that  where  two  partners  carry  on  business 
separately,  as  they  are  both  liable  for  the  same  joint 
debts,  the  solvent  partner  is  not  entitled  to  prove  under 
the  bankruptcy  of  his  copartner  a  debt  for  goods  sold 
by  his  distinct  house  to  the  firm,  until  the  joint  creditors 
have  been  satisfied.     So,  in  Ex  parte  Sillitoe{b)y  which 
was  cited  in  the  former  argument,  where  two  partners 
of  a  larger  banking  firm  carried  on  a  separate  trade  as 
ironmongers,   and   a   debt   arose   from  the   aggregate 
firm  to  the  separate  trade,  in  respect  of  monies  pro- 
cured for  the   benefit  of  the  aggregate  firm   on    the 
credit  of  the  indorsement  of  the  separate  firm,  Lord 
Eldon  held  that  no  proof  could  be  made  on  behalf  of 
the  firm  of  the  two  against  the  aggregate  firm  in  respect 
of  that  debt.    [Sir  John  Cross.    In  Ex  parte  Sillitoe  (i), 
it  appeared  that  the  separate  firm  had  indorsed  the  bills, 
not  in  the  course  of  dealing  in  their  separate  trade  as 
ironmongers,  but  in  the  course  of  the  banking  business. 
They  were  in  fact  all  wheels  of  the  same  machine.]    The 
principle  is  in  all  these  cases,  as  decided  in  Ex  parte 
Ellis  (c),  that  one  partner  cannot  prove  or  claim  against 
the  estate  of  his  copartner,  until  all  the  joint  debts  are 
paid.     [Sir  J.  Cross  referred  to  Ex  parte  Moore  {d)^ 
where  Lord  Eldon  held  that  a  partner,  indemnifying  the 
joint  estate  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  joint  creditors,  might 
prove  against  the  separate  estate  of  his  copartner.]    The 
indemnity  must  then  be  accepted  by  every  joint  creditor 
as  a  discharge  of  his  debt ;  the  pai*tner  could  not  prove, 

(a)  1  Rom,  305.  (6)  1  O.  &  J.  374. 

<e)  2  G.  &  J.  312.  (d)  2G.&J. 
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ludl  he  has  either  paid  the  whole  of  the  joint  debts,  or 
part  in  satisfaction  of  the  whole.  A  mere  undertaking  to 
pay  is  not  sufficient. 

Mr.  Bacon  in  reply.  In  all  the  cases  cited,  it  ap« 
peared  that  there  were  not  only  joint  debts  outstanding, 
bat  that  those  debts  were  proved  or  claimed  under  the 
commission  by  the  joint  creditors. 

Sur  John  Cboss. — The  objection  that  has  been  urged 
to  the  proof  by  the  respondent's  counsel  is,  that  there  are 
varioos  joint  creditors  of  the  banking  company ;  none  of 
whom,  however,  appear  to  have  made  any  proof  or  claim 
under  the  fiat  against  the  bankrupt.  With  respect  to 
the  other  point,  of  the  want  of  notice  to  the  insurance 
office,  I  confess  I  could  never  understand  why  a  man, 
who  has  assigned  a  debt  and  the  instrument  by  which  it 
is  secured,  is  to  be  deemed  the  reputed  owner  of  the  debt, 
merely  because  he  does  not  give  notice  to  the  party  who 
18  liable  to  pay  the  money.  The  cases  most  difficult 
to  understand  on  this  subject  are  those  of  jGx  parte 
ColmU(a),  and  Buck  v.  Lee{b).  In  order  to  come  to  a 
right  determination  on  this  point,  it  is  necessary  to  con- 
rider  well  the  words  of  the  73d  sect,  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Act,  namely,  'Mf  the  bankrupt  shall,  by  the  consent  and 
permission  of  the  true  owner  thereof,  have  in  his  posses- 
rioD,  order,  or  disposition,  any  goods  or  chattels,  whereof 
he  was  reputed  owner,  or  whereof  he  had  taken  upon  him 
the  sale,  alteration,  or  disposition  as  owner."  But  I 
will  defer  at  present  giving  my  final  opinion. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


1841. 


Ex  parte 

COOPEB 

and  otben. 


(«)  MonL  110. 


(6)  3  Ne? .  &  Man.  580. 
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1841.  ^^  John  Cross. — The  petitioners  claim  a  debt  of 

^•^^^^       142SZ.9  and  they  seek  to  avail   themselves  of  certiun 

Ex  pftrt6 

Cooper       securities,  and  to  be  admitted  creditors  for  the  residue. 

On  the  part  of  the  assignees,  several  objections  have  been 
1842,  April  26.  made  to  this  case ;  and  one  of  them  being  the  subject  of 
an  appeal  in  a  similar  case,  this  has  stood  over  by  con- 
sent, till  that  case  should  be  determined.  The  petitioners 
are  a  numerous  banking  company,  not  established  pur- 
suant to  the  act  of  7  Geo.  4.  c.  46.,  nor  an  incorporated 
company.  The  bankrupt  was  a  partner  and  shareholder 
in  that  company,  in  which  there  was  a  rule  to  this  effect, 
that  the  company  should  have  a  lien  upon  all  shares,  as 
a  security  for  advances  made  to  shareholders.  The  first 
objection  on  the  part  of  the  assignees  is,  that  the  peti- 
tioners, being  in  partnership  with  the  bankrupt,  are  not 
intitled  to  come  in  as  creditors,  in  competition  with  the 
creditors  of  the  conipany.  To  that  there  are  two  answers, 
first,  that  there  is  no  evidence  before  the  Court  of  any 
such  competition  in  fact;  it  not  appearing  that  any  joint 
creditors  of  the  bank  have  proved  debts  under  this  fiat. 
Secondly,  that  the  bankrupt  carried  on  a  distinct  trade, 
and  therefore  the  petitioners  have  a  right  to  prove,  even 
if  there  were  any  such  competition.  For  it  appears  that, 
in  fact,  the  bankrupt  was  himself  a  banker,  carrying  on 
a  separate  business  as  such  under  the  name  and  firm  of 
Young  8c  Co.,  but  was  a  shareholder  in  his  own  name ; 
and  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that,  in  fact,  his  dealing 
with  the  petitioners  was  in  a  distinct  trade.  But,  be  that 
as  it  may,  I  find  no  evidence  of  any  competition  between 
the  petitioners  and  any  of  their  own  creditors.  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  petitioners  are  entitled  to 
come  in  as  creditors  under  this  fiat. 

As  to  the  securities,  of  which  the  petitioners  seek  to 
have  the  benefit^  the  first  is  a  real  security,  to  which,  if 


tadothin. 
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the  petitioners  are  to  come  in  as  creditors,  there  is  no  1341^ 
objection.  The  next  security  is  the  lien  upon  twenty  v^^'^ 
shares  of  10/.  each,  which  the  bankrupt  held  in  the  Cmmpm 
banking  company.  And  to  this  it  is  objected,  that  the 
bankrupt  was  the  reputed  owner  of  these  shares  at  the 
time  of  his  bankruptcy,  within  the  meaning  of  the  7dd 
sect,  of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  But  of  such  reputation  the 
assignees  have  offered  no  evidence  whatever;  and  there* 
fcnre  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  petitioners  are  intitled  to 
retun  those  shares,  in  discharge  of  so  much  of  their  debt* 
The  next  security  is  a  deposit  of  two  policies  of  in* 
sorance  upon  lives,  deposited  by  the  bankrupt  as  a  secu- 
rity for  any  advances  the  company  might  make  to  him. 
To  these  the  same  objection  has  been  made,  namely, 
thai  the  bankrupt  was  the  reputed  owner  of  the  policies 
it  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy,  and  therefore  they  belong 
to  the  assignees.  But,  on  their  part,  no  evidence  has 
be  oflfered  of  such  reputation ;  but  their  counsel  have 
rested  their  claim  to  these  policies,  solely,  on  the  ground 
that  the  petitioners  have  not  shown  that  they  gave  notice 
of  the  deposit  to  the  insurers ;  and  they  insist,  that  this 
drcnrnstance  alone  is  conclusive  evidence  in  favour  of 
the  assignees.  But  I  was  of  opinion,  in  this  as  in  the 
former  case,  that  the  want  of  proof  of  such  notice  was 
not  conclusive  evidence,  and  that  there  was  no  sufficient 
evidence  before  me  of  the  bankrupt  being  such  reputed 
owner;  but,  as  this  question  was  then  depending  on  ap- 
peal, the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  suspended  till  that 
appeal  should  be  determined.  The  Lord  Chancellor  has 
since  aflirmed  the  former  judgment  of  this  Court,  (a) 

Common  Order. 

(«)  See  poit,  Ex  parte  Smith,  r§  Styan. 
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^^*^*        Ex  parte  David  Elwin  Columbine. — In  the  matter  of 

Wntminster,  GeORGE  WHITEHEAD. 

ilprii  26*  27. 

The  Court  of  THIS  was  the  petition  of  a  party  claiming  to  be  a  cre- 

risdiction  to^"'  ditor  of  the  bankrupt,  and  to  have  a  lien  as  an  attorney 

Son,'complSn-'  oti  Certain  deeds  of  the  bankrupt  in  his  possession,  and 

of^iheexewtion  P'*y^"g  ^^  ^^^  *^*de  the  sale  of  some  property  to  which 

mJJfort'e  *o«^  ^eeds  related. 

ind  r  an"*^i!^  '^^^  petition  Stated,  that  the  petitioner  had  acted  for 

table  mortgage ;  several  years  as  the  attorney  for  the  bankrupt,  in  respect 

bat  the  petitioQ  ''  '' 

must  be  that  of  of  his  business  of  a  certificated  conveyancer,  and  also  in 

party  iotereited  respect  of  the  printing  business,  which  the  bankrupt 
property,  ani  *  Carried  on  in  Fleet  Street,  London.  In  June  1834*  the 
^^"aggrieved.  bankrupt  handed  over  to  the  petitioner  the  several  deeds 
Uon  pray?ngft)r  Jfcl^ti^g  ^  a  freehold  house  in  Boyle  Street,  Burlington 
mSIid^  "will  Gardens,  where  the  bankrupt  carried  on  his  business 
dism*^^*  **  of  a  conveyancer,  and  several  other  deeds  relating  to  a 
coitf.  leasehold  messuage  at  Dulwich,  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 

paring a  memorandum  of  deposit  of  such  deeds  to  a 
certain  creditor  of  the  said  bankrupt,  for  securing  the 
debt  due  to  him;  but  the  matter  was  not  proceeded 
with ;  and,  the  proposed  arrangement  being  abandoned, 
the  deeds  remained  in  the  possession  of  the  petitioner, 
with  the  exception  of  the  two  last  conveyances  of  the 
respective  properties,  which  the  bankrupt  soon  after- 
wards took  away,  to  deposit  the  same  with  Cochs  and 
Biddulphf  his  bankers,  as  a  security  for  advances.  The 
bankers  afterwards  gave  up  the  possession  of  these  two 
deeds  to  the  bankrupt,  for  enabling  him  to  raise  money 
on  them  for  other  purposes;  and  he  then  obtained 
a  loan  on  them  from  one  William  Michael  PapineaUf 
who  brought  the  deeds  to  the  petitioner  to  prepare  the 
necessary  memorandum  of  deposit,  which  was  accord- 
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ingly  done  by  the  directions  of  the  bankrupt.  The 
petition  alleged,  that  at  this  time  a  large  balance  was 
doe  from  the  bankrupt  to  the  petitioner  for  costs,  and 
otberwiaej  in  respect  of  the  dealings  and  transactions 
between  them,  and  that  the  petitioner  held  the  title 
deeds  as  a  security  for  what  was  due  to  him ;  and  that  if 
he  had  been  applied  to  to  part  with  them,  he  would 
ha?e  refused  to  do  so,  or  to  do  any  act  to  prejudice  his 
lien  on  them.  That  the  bankrupt  did  actually,  on  the 
8th  August  1839,  apply  to  the  petitioner  for  the  deeds, 
but  that  the  petitioner  declined  to  deliver  them,  until 
the  bankrupt  should  settie  the  balance  due  to  him ;  and 
the  deeds  have  ever  since  remdned  in  the  possession  of 
the  petitioner.  That  the  accounts  rendered  by  the  peti- 
tioner, which  were  examined  adopted  and  allowed  by 
the  bankrupt,  after  giving  the  bankrupt  all  credits  to 
which  he  was  entitied,  showed  a  balance  exceeding 
lOOOL  to  be  due  to  the  petitioner,  which  was  still  owing 
to  him  at  the  date  of  the  fiat ;  and  which  balance  would 
be  considerably  increased,  if  the  account  was  opened.  It 
appeared,  however)  that  the  bankrupt  and  the  assignees 
refused  to  recognize  these  accounts,  and  alleged  that 
the  petitioner  was  actually  indebted  to  the  estate  of  the 
bankrupt. 

The  petition  then  alleged,  that  the  fiat  was  issued  by 
William  Michael  Papineau^  at  the  instance  of  the  bank* 
nipl ;  and  that  the  whole  of  the  proceedings  have  been 
carried  on  under  the  bankrupt's  directions.  That  the 
petitioner  was  summoned  to  attend  before  the  Commis- 
sioner on  the  17th  July  last,  to  produce  the  deeds  in 
lus  possession,  relative  to  the  property  in  Boyle  Street 
ind  at  Dulwich,  which  he  objected  to  do,  on  the  ground 
of  his  lien;  when  the  Commissioner  threatened  to  sum- 
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184L  mon  the  petitioner  to  attend  with  the  deeds  from  day  to 
£x  ^  day^  in  order  that  copies  might  be  taken  of  them.  To 
CoLVMBiNK.  avoid  this  inconvenience,  the  petitioner  consented  to  de- 
posit the  deeds  with  the  solicitor  to  the  fiat  for  a  fortnight^ 
without  prejudice  to  the  petitioner's  lien.  At  the  end  of 
this  period,  the  solicitor  brought  the  deeds  back  to  the 
petitioner,  but  served  him  with  a  demand  of  the  deedst 
on  behalf  of  the  assignees. 

That,  by  agreement  between  the  solicitor  to  the  fiat 
and  the  bankrupt  with  Mr.  Papineau,  it  was  agreed 
that  the  premises  to  which  the  deeds  related  should  be 
put  up  to  sale,  and  that  although  a  marketable  title  could 
not  be  made,  unless  all  the  deeds  were  handed  overj  yet 
Mr.  Papineau  could  become  the  purchaser  of  the  pro- 
perty at  an  under-value.  That  great  haste  and  precipita- 
tion were  used  in  the  proceedings  relative  to  the  sale;  and 
that  the  conditions  of  sale  were  framed  by  the  solicitor 
of  Mr.  Papineau,  and  contained^  among  others,  the  fol- 
lowing improper  stipulations: — ''That  the  vendor  will 
deliver  to  the  purchaser,  or  his  solicitor,  within  three 
days  from  the  sale,  an  abstract  of  the  title  deeds  in  his 
possession  ;  but  any  other  abstract,  or  the  inspection  of 
any  other  deeds  or  documents,  are  to  be  obtained  at  the 
purchaser's  expense  ;  and  all  copies  of  deeds,  wills,  and 
all  certificates  and  other  documents,  and  copies  thereof, 
that  may  be  required  for  the  purpose  of  verifying  the 
abstract,  or  otherwise,  are  also  to  be  procured  by  the 
purchaser,  and  at  his  expense,  as  also  the  getting  in  and 
assignment  of  any  outstanding  terms.  Unless  the  pur- 
chaser shall,  within  ten  days  from  the  delivery  of  the 
abstract,  declare  in  writing  his  objection  to  the  titlcj  he 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  accepted  thereof." 
That  the  effect  of  these  conditions  was,  that  no  other 
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purchaser  could  be  procured  than  fV.  M.  Papineau,  as 
no  other  person  would  have  completed  the  purchase^ 
without  having  the  prior  deeds.  That  the  sale  was  not 
ooodocted  in  a  way  to  produce  the  largest  price ;  that  it 
was  imperfectly  advertised,  and  no  bill  of  particulars  was 
aflb^ed  at  the  exterior  of  the  premises,  and  that  the  pro- 
ceedings at  the  sale  were  conducted  as  privately  as  pos- 
sible.  That  Mr.  Papineau  became  the  purchaser  of  the 
premises  in  Boyle  Street  at  the  sum  of  2Q00L,  which 
was  much  under  their  real  value ;  and  that  he  had  not 
paid  the  deposit,  or  any  part  of  the  purchase  money;  that 
the  bankrupt  had  never  been  out  of  possession  of  those 
premises,  and  was  still  in  the  occupation  of  them,  and 
had  since  declared  that  the  purchase  was  made  for  his 
benefit;  that  the  whole  of  the  proceedings  had  been 
carried  on  at  the  bankrupt's  instance,  and  for  his  accom* 
modation ;  and  that  the  plan  was  to  purchase  the  pro- 
perty at  an  under*value,  with  the  intent  of  giving  it 
bade  to  the  bankrupt.  That  the  sale  of  the  property  at 
Dulwich  was  also  conducted  in  a  way  most  disadvan- 
tageous  to  the  estate,  and  that  a  much  larger  sum  ought 
to  have  been  obtained  for  that  property,  which  was  sold 
to  a  Mr.  AndertoHf  a  iriend  of  the  bankrupt,  though  the 
purchase  had  since  been  declared  to  have  been  made  for 
a  Mrs.  Baxter.  And  that  the  amount  of  the  purchase 
money  of  the  two  properties  far  exceeded  the  amount  of 
sny  lien  of  fV.  M.  Papineau^  though  the  contrary  had 
been  since  alleged. 

It  appeared,  that  Papineau  had  since  made  an  unsuc- 
cessful application  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for 
the  delivery  up  to  him  of  the  deeds  held  by  the  peti- 
tioner. 

The  petitioner  then  alleged,  that  he  was  willing  to 
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1841.  offer  2800/.  for  the  premises  in  Boyle  Streeti  retaining 
Kx  parte  ^^  ^^^  purchase  money  such  lien  as  he  would  be  ulti- 
CoLUMBiKF.  mately  entitled  to,  after  what  should  be  found  due  to  W. 
M.  Papineau  in  respect  of  his  lien  on  the  two  proper- 
ties had  been  satisfied  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
the  premises  at  Dulwich,  and  the  said  sum  of  8800/. 

The  prayer  was,  that  the  sale  of  the  premises  in  Boyle 
Street  might  be  rescinded,  and  put  up  again  for  sale,  the 
petitioner  undertaking  on  the  terms  before  mentioned 
to  bid  for  the  same  2800Z. ;  and  that  it  might  be  referred 
to  the  registrar  to  approve  of  proper  conditions  of  sale, 
and  to  inquire  whether  any  and  what  proceedings  should 
be  taken  touching  the  sale  of  the  premises  at  Dulwich, 
with  a  view  to  the  rescinding  of  the  same  or  otherwise ; 
and  that  the  assignees  and  Papineau  might  be  ordered 
to  pay  the  costs  of  this  application. 

In  answer  to  the  allegations  in  the  petition,  the  assign 
nees  deposed,  that,  having  been  informed  that  the  peti- 
tioner  had  in  his  possession  various  deeds  belonging  to 
the  bankrupt,  they  instructed  their  solicitor  to  summon 
him  before  the  Commissioner,  to  be  examined  as  to  the 
lien  claimed  by  him  on  such  deeds,  when  he  was  accord- 
ingly examined  with  the  full  sanction  of  the  Commis* 
sioner ;  that  in  so  doing  they  had  no  desire  to  harass 
the  petitioner,  but  that  the  examinations  were  made  more 
frequent,  and  of  longer  duration,  in  consequence  of  the 
evasive  answers  of  the  petitioner.  That  it  appeared 
from  such  examinations,  that  the  petitioner  had  made  an 
agreement  with  the  bankrupt,  by  which  the  petitioner 
was  to  give  the  bankrupt  half  the  profits  of  such  busi- 
ness as  the  bankrupt  should  introduce  to  the  petitioner 
to  be  transacted  as  his  attorney  and  solicitor,  and  that  in 
all  cases  the  petitioner  was  to  make  out  a  full  bill  against 
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the  bankrupt,  and  to  allow  him  half  the  charges,  after  ^841. 
deducting  the  costs  out  of  pocket.  That  in  considera-  ^^  ^^ 
tion  of  this  agreement,  the  bankrupt  was  to  share  the  Coivmbihi. 
profits  earned  by  him  as  a  conveyancer  and  annuity 
broker  and  scrivener.  The  assignees  then  alleged,  that 
if  the  accounts  between  the  bankrupt  and  the  petitioner 
were  to  be  adjusted  upon  the  principle  that  the  above 
agreement  was  illegal,  the  balance  due  from  the  peti- 
tioner to  the  bankrupt,  instead  of  7000/.  then  claimed 
by  the  bankrupt,  would  be  upwards  of  10,000/.  That 
tbe  bankrupt's  property  at  Dulwich  and  in  Boyle  Street 
was  sold  for  the  best  price  that  could  be  obtained  for  it, 
and  for  a  fair  and  sufficient  price ;  that  great  publicity 
was  previously  given  as  to  the  time  and  place  of  sale ; 
and  that  the  sale  was  numerously  attended,  and  there  was 
a  spirited  competition  of  bidders.  They  denied  that  the 
proceedings  under  the  bankruptcy  had  been  carried  on 
under  the  direction  or  control  of  the  bankrupt,  or  in  any 
way  to  favour  him ;  or  that  any  such  arrangement  had 
been  made  with  Papineau^  as  alleged  in  the  petition> 
that  he  should  become  the  purchaser  of  any  part  of  the 
property.  With  respect  to  the  conditions  of  sale,  the 
assignees  stated  that  they  were  prepared  by  their  own 
solicitor,  and  not  by  the  solicitor  of  Papineau^  and  that 
tbey  were  proper  conditions,  and  in  no  way  prejudiced 
tbe  sale.  That  in  October  last  they  executed  the  con- 
veyance  of  the  property  in  Boyle  Street  to  Papineau, 
and  in  February  last  the  conveyance  of  the  property  at 
Dulwich  to  Mrs.  Baxter,  for  whom  it  was  bought  by 
Mr.  Anderton^  as  her  agent,  and  who  thereupon  paid  to 
the  oflBcial  assignee  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money. 
And  that  the  petitioner  had  not  proved  any  debt  under 
tbe  fiat,  and  was  not,  to  the  best  of  their  belief,  a  cre- 
ditor of  the  bankrupt. 
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1841.  The  solicitor  for  the  assignees  made  an  affidavit  con- 

Eiptrte  finning  their  statement;  and^  in  regard  to  the  conditions 
CoLUMwiiE.  ^  gnig^  ijg  swore  that  they  were  usual  and  proper  con- 
ditions, and  did  not  contain  any  stipulation  that  a  pur- 
chaser should  not  call  for  or  require  the  production  and 
possession  of  any  of  the  deeds  relating  to  the  title  of  the 
property  in  question,  or  any  other  condition  to  deter 
people  from  becoming  purchasers.  He  also  stated,  that 
he  was  in  entire  ignorance  that  the  premises  in  Boyle 
Street  had  been  purchased  for  Mr.  Papineau,  until  the 
day  after  the  sale,  when  Mr.  Papineau  wrote  to  aj^rise 
him  of  the  fact;  and  that  it  was  wholly  untrue  that  Mr. 
Pd^neau  paid  no  deposit  in  respect  of  the  purchase,  as 
the  auctioneer  who  sold  the  property  received  of  Mr. 
Papineau^ s  agent  at  the  sale  a  deposit  of  450/. 

The  auctioner  who  sold  the  property  deposed,  that 
some  time  previous  to  the  sale  he  had  750  placards 
announcing  the  sale  pasted  up  in  the  usual  and  most 
public  Mtuations  in  the  metropolis,  and  in  the  neighbour- 
hood of  the  premises  both  at  Dulwich  and  in  Boyle 
Street;  and  that  in  addition  he  inserted  sixteen  advertise- 
ments in  the  different  metropolitan  newspapers,  and 
distributed  176  printed  particulars  and  conditions  of  sale 
to  persons  appljring  for  them ;  that  he  sold  the  property 
without  reserve  to  the  highest  bidder  in  the  presence  of 
a  large  assemblage  of  persons,  and  knocked  down  the 
Dulmch  property  at  the  sum  of  1250/.,  and  the  property 
in  Boyle  Street  at  3350/.,  receiving  the  usual  deposit ; 
and  that  he  had  not  the  slightest  knowledge  that  Mr. 
Barradaile,  to  whom  the  Boyle  Street  property  was 
knocked  dovm,  was  acting  as  the  agent  of  Mr.  Papineau  ; 
that  there  vras  a  spirited  competition  among  the  persons 
present  in  bidding  for  the  property,  and  that  no  objection 
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was  oflered  to  the  title,  or  to  any  of  the  conditions  of 
sale,  which  were  proper  conditions,  and  in  no  respect 
calculated  to  deter  persons  from  becoming  purchasers. 

Mr.  Amdertonj  a  solicitor,  also  deposed  to  the  pab- 
lidtyofthe  sale,  and  that  he  bought  the  property  at 
Dolwich,  UmA  fide,  for  Mrs.  Baxter^  who  shortly  after 
the  aale  Ux4  possession  of  it,  and  has  continued  in  such 
powcBsion  eifer  since. 

Mr.  PapineaUf  the  purchaser  of  the  Boyle  Street 
property,  deposed,  that  in  March  1839  he  called  at  the 
petitioner's  office,  and,  having  acquainted  him  tiiat  he  was 
about  to  advance  the  bankrupt  3000/.,  desired  the  peti- 
tioner to  prepare  a  good  and  valid  security  upon  the  Iwo 
properties ;  upon  which  the  petitioner  prepared  a  bond  and 
deed  of  equitable  charge,  which,  after  being  executed  by 
the  bankrupt,  were  handed  over  to  the  deponent,  to  go 
with  the  indenture  of  assignment  of  the  Dulwich  pro* 
perty,  and  an  indenture  of  release  of  the  premises  in 
Boyle  Street.  That  it  was  untrue,  as  alleged  in  the 
petition,  that  the  deponent  was  to  have  no  security  for 
bis  advance,  except  the  bond  and  the  possession  of  the 
two  conveyances ;  but  on  the  contrary,  that  it  was  ex- 
pressly agreed  between  him  and  the  bankrupt,  and  the 
petitioner  was  well  aware  of  the  fact,  that  the  security 
was  to  be  not  only  upon  those  two  deeds,  but  also  upon 
the  properties  therein  respectively  comprised,  and  that 
the  deposit  of  those  deeds  was  made  for  the  purpose  of 
having  a  regular  mortgage  prepared  to  the  deponent  for 
securing  the  8000/.  That  he  was  not  aware  until  after 
the  bankruptcy,  that  the  petitioner  had  in  his  possession 
or  claimed  any  lien  upon  any  deeds  relating  to  the  pro- 
perty, or  he  would  not  have  advanced  the  money  to  the 
bankrupt.    That  it  was  untrue,  as  stated  in  the  petition. 
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1841.  that  he  caused  the  fiat  to  be  issued  at  the  instance  of  the 
Ex  ptrte  bankrupti  or  that  he  interfered  in  any  manner  relating  to 
CoLUMBiiiB.  ^]^g  gj^i^  Qf  |.|^g  property,  or  that  he  was  a  party  to  any 
such  collusion  in  regard  to  the  sale,  as  alleged  in  the 
petition.  He  then  stated,  that,  the  bankrupt  being 
desirous  of  occupying  the  premises  in  Boyle  Street,  and 
having  offered  him  an  adequate  rent  for  them,  he  agreed 
to  grant  the  bankrupt  a  lease  of  them,  when  he  should 
become  competent  to  hold  it ;  and  that  the  bankrupt  had 
since  occupied  those  premises  as  his  tenant ;  but  that  it 
was  wholly  untrue  that  there  was  any  plan  to  purchase 
the  property  at  an  undervalue,  with  intent  of  giving  it 
back  to  the  bankrupt;  that  the  deponent  was  the  band 
Jide  purchaser  of  the  premises  on  his  own  account ;  and 
that,  after  allowing  for  the  nett  produce  of  the  sales  of 
the  Dulwich  and  Boyle  Street  property,  a  balance  was 
still  due  to  the  deponent  from  the  bankrupt. 

The  bankrupt  made  an  affidavit  confirming  the  state- 
ments of  Mr.  Papineau  and  the  other  deponents  in 
answer  to  the  petition,  and  added,  that,  long  prior  to  the 
time  of  his  depositing  in  1837  the  two  deeds  relating  to 
the  Boyle  Street  and  Dulwich  property  with  Messrs. 
Cocks,  he  took  away  all  the  title  deeds  relating  to  the 
premises  in  Boyle  Street  from  the  petitioner.  That  it 
was  expressly  understood  between  himself  and  Mr. 
Papineau,  that  the  latter  was  to  have  all  the  deeds  re- 
lating to  the  property  in  Boyle  Street  and  Dulwich  for  his 
security,  and  that  he  believed  for  some  time  that  all  the 
deeds  had  been  accordingly  given  up  to  Mr.  Papineau  ; 
the  same  having  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  petitioner 
for  convenience  sake,  and  not  on  account  of  any  admitted 
right  of  lien.  And  that  if  a  correct  account  was  taken  of 
the  transactions  between  himself  and  the  petitioner,  a 
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▼ery  large  balance  would  be  found  due  to  him  from  the 
petitioner. 

The  solicitor  of  the  bankrupt  also  deposed,  that  he  had 
carefully  examined  the  accounts  between  the  petitioner 
and  the  bankrupt^  and  that  he  was  perfectly  convinced 
that  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  a  large  balance  was 
doe  from  the  petitioner  to  the  bankrupt.     That  in  the 
examination  of  such  accounts  he  discovered  that  the 
petitioner  had  withheld  from  the  bankrupt  the  right  to 
participate   in  considerable  profits,  and  had  likewise 
omitted  to  give  him  credit  for  large  sums  of  money  which 
had  been  received  by  the  petitioner ;  and  that,  having 
stated  these  circumstances  to  the  solicitor  for  the  assig- 
nees, he  decided  upon  summoning  the  petitioner  before 
the  Commissioners,  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  upon 
oath  his  accounts  and  dealings  with  the  bankrupt.     That 
the  petitioner  was  subject  to  no  vexatious  proceedings  be- 
fore the  Commissioner,  but  by  his  own  evasive  conduct 
he  subjected  himself  to  the  animadversion  of  the  Com- 
missioner.   And  the  deponent  denied  in  specific  terms  all 
collusion  in  regard  to  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  and  the  sale. 


1841. 


£z  parte 
Columbine 


Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  «/•  Russell,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  The  petitioner  in  this  case  had  a  lien  on  the 
property,  not  in  competition  with  that  of  Papineau,  but 
in  subordination  to  it.  The  assignees,  it  appears,  were 
dissatisfied  with  the  transaction  between  the  bankrupt 
and  the  petitioner,  and  certain  expedients  were  resorted 
to  to  defeat  his  lien.  The  conditions,  on  which  the  assig- 
nees offered  the  property  for  sale,  could  have  no  other 
effect  than  to  impede  the  sale  and  depreciate  the  property. 
When  the  property  was  put  up  to  sale,  the  highest  bidding 
for  it  was  22501. ;  while  the  petitioner  was  ready  to  give 
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1841.  S800/.  for  it,  in  discharge  of  his  lien.  One  of  the  con- 
2^^^^  ditions  of  sale,  which  specified  that  the  inspection  of  any 
CoLUMBiNx.  other  deeds  than  those  in  the  possession  of  the  assignees 
was  to  be  obtained  at  the  purchaser's  expense, — ^and  that 
all  copies  of  deeds  and  documents,  that  might  be  required 
for  the  purpose  of  verifying  the  abstract,  were  also  to  be 
provided  at  his  expense, — had  the  effect  of  throwing  on 
the  purchaser  the  burthen  of  satisfying  Columbine's  lien. 
The  consequence  of  all  this  was,  that  Papineau,  who  was 
the  petitioning  creditor,  purchased  the  property,  and  put 
the  bankrupt  into  possession  of  it.  That  appears  to  be 
the  grand  and  secret  object  of  all  these  proceedings  on 
the  part  of  Mr.  Papineau  and  the  bankrupt. 

Mr.  Bacon,  and  Mr.  James,  for  the  assignees.  The 
conduct  of  the  assignees,  which  is  now  sought  to  be  im- 
peached by  the  petitioner,  is  not  open  to  the  slightest 
censure.  It  appears  from  the  affidavits  of  the  assignees, 
of  Davis  the  auctioneer,  and  of  the  bankrupt,  that  the 
sale  was  an  open  one,  and  perfectly  fair,  and  that  a  rea- 
sonable price  was  given  for  the  property  by  Papineau ; 
that  Columbine,  instead  of  being  a  creditor  of  the  bank- 
rupt, was  actually  indebted  to  him ;  and  that  the  lien 
claimed  by  Columbine  was  disputed  by  the  assignees  and 
the  bcudkrupt.  The  other  side  has  shown  no  authority, 
that  can  justify  the  Court  in  setting  aside  a  sale  of  pro- 
perty tinder  these  circumstances.  The  purchase  money 
has  been  paid,  the  conveyance  executed,  and  the  pur- 
chaser is  in  possession ;  and  there  is  no  allegations  in 
the  petition  of  any  larger  sum  having  been  offered  on 
the  part  of  Columbine.  But  the  assignees  contend  that 
the  petition  ought  to  be  dismissed  upon  another  ground, 
namely,  that  the  petitioner  has  no  right  to  be  heard  in 
this  Court. 
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Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Beales,  for  Papineau.  The 
petitioner  could  have  no  lien  on  this  property^  in  respect 
of  his  possession  of  the  deeds  coining  to  his  hands  as 
tbey  did  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  petition* 
In  Stedman  v.  Webb  (a)  and  Bozon  v.  BoIland{b),  the 
Lord  Chancellor  held  that  the  lien  of  a  solicitor  on  deeds 
in  his  possession  was  merely  passive,  and  gave  no  interest 
in  the  land;  and  that,  if  an  action  of  ejectment  was 
lyrought  by  his  client  for  the  recovery  of  any  property 
specified  in  the  deeds,  the  solicitor  could  not  refuse  to 
produce  them.  [Sir  John  Cross.  There  is  no  evidence 
of  firaud  in  the  case;  all  I  wish  to  be  satisfied  about  is, 
whether  the  circumstance  of  the  title  deeds  being  in  the 
possession  of  Columbine,  and  not  being  given  up  by  him, 
did  not  prejudice  the  sale.  Papineau  was  the  only  per- 
son at  the  sale,  that  knew  the  circumstances  under  which 
ColumMne  held  the  deeds ;  the  other  parties  were  quite 
in  the  dark  about  the  matter ;  and  therefore  Papineau 
might  have  had  an  undue  advantage  over  the  other 
bidders  at  the  sale.]  The  sale  cannot  be  said  to  have 
been  prejudiced,  unless  some  person  was  deterred  from 
bidding  by  the  terms  of  the  fourth  condition  of  sale ; 
and  that  nowhere  appears.  There  is  only  one  case  in 
die  books,  that  affords  any  authority  for  opening  the 
biddings,  after  the  purchase  has  been  completed,  and  the 
purchaser  let  into  possession ;  and  Sir  Edward  Sugden, 
m  his  late  edition  of  the  Law  of  Vendors  and  Pur- 
chasers (c),  adverts  to  the  extreme  inconvenience  of 
opening  biddings  in  bankruptcy.  [Sir  John  Cross.  This 
Court  would  never  open  the  biddings  merely  for  getting 
a  better  price ;  there  can  be  no  question  about  that.    All 
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(a)  4  My.  &  Cr.  346. 
(0  lOtlied.p.93,94. 


(6)  4  My.  &  Cr.  354. 
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1841.  that  the  Court  has  to  consider  here  is^  whether  there  has 
„  "^  been  an  irregularity  in  the  execution  of  its  former  Order.] 
CoLUMBiNi.  It  has  been  decided,  that  the  Court  of  Review  has  not 
jurisdiction  to  order  a  purchaser  to  complete  the  pur- 
chase of  an  estate,  which  has  been  sold  under  the  common 
Order  of  the  Court  for  the  sale  of  an  equitable  mortgage ; 
JEx  parte  Cutts  (a).  If  the  Court  therefore  cannot  com- 
pel the  specific  performance  of  a  purchase,  it  will  not,  a 
fortiori^  set  aside  a  sale.  The  decision  in  Southby  v. 
Hutt  {b)  fully  warrants  the  fourth  condition  of  sale  in  the 
present  case.  In  that  case,  it  was  held,  that  a  purchaser 
was  entitled  to  have  a  good  title  deduced  and  proved, 
either  by  the  production  of  the  deeds  professed  to  be  ab- 
stracted, or  by  such  other  evidence  as  would  satisfac- 
torily prove  the  statement  in  the  abstract  to  be  correct ; 
and  that  such  right  was  not  affected  by  marginal  notes, 
that  certain  deeds  mentioned  were  not  in  the  possession 
of  the  vendor. 

Mr.  Swansion,  in  reply.  As  to  the  alleged  want  of 
the  loctis  standi  of  the  petitioner  in  the  matter  of  this  pe- 
tition, nothing  more  is  wanting  to  justify  the  prayer  in 
this  case,  than  for  any  stranger  to  come  and  say  that  an 
assignee,  the  officer  of  the  Court,  has  not  done  his  duty. 
The  petitioner  here  does  not  pray  the  Court  to  declare 
that  he  has  an  actual  lien  on  this  property,  but  that  he 
may  be  declared  the  purchaser  for  the  sum  of  ^^00, 
subject  to  any  lien  he  may  have.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
that  any  stranger  might  come  and  offer  himself  as  a  pur- 
chaser, and  say  that  the  former  Order  of  the  Court  has 
not  been  duly  executed.    But  we  contend  that  he  is,  in 

(a)  3  Mont.  &  A.  549,  3  Deac.  242. 

(h)  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  207.    And  see  Diek  v.  Donald,  1  BH.  N.  S.  661. 
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Act,  a  creditor.  He  positively  swears^  and  there  is  no 
proof  to  the  contrary,  that  he  is  a  creditor  to  the  amount 
of  £1000  and  upwards,  and  that  if  certain  accounts  are 
gone  into,  his  debt  will  be  even  still  larger.  When  a 
party  shows  only  the  probability  that  he  is  a  creditor, 
that  is  quite  enough  for  the  purpose  of  this  petition.  In 
Tolsan  v.  Score  (a)  it  was  held  by  Lord  Etdouy  that,  if  a 
party  alleges  by  his  petition  that  he  is  a  creditor,  and 
shows  by  circumstances  that  he  is  so,  supported  by  affi« 
davit,  that  is  sufficient  to  support  a  petition  in  bank- 
ruptcy. The  case  of  Hx  parte  Cutis  (&),  which  has 
been  cited  by  the  other  side,  will  I  hope  undergo  some 
revision ;  but  that  case  does  not  apply  to  this,  which  re- 
lates merely  to  an  improper  execution  of  an  Order  of 
this  Court;  while  that  related  only  to  the  specific  per- 
formance of  a  contract.  As  to  Southby  v.  Hutt  (c),  the 
question  there  was,  whether  the  fourth  condition  in  that 
case  to  deliver  an  abstract  and  deduce  a  good  title  was 
contracted  by  the  sixth  condition,  which  stated  that  cer- 
tain deeds  were  not  in  the  possession  of  the  vendor.  The 
sixth  condition  in  that  case  was  something  like  the  fourth 
condition  in  this ;  it  did  not  exempt  the  vendor  from  pro^ 
dndng  the  deeds,  but  only  from  delivering  them. 


1841. 


£x  parte 
Columbine. 


Sir  John  Cross. — In  the  course  of  this  discussion  a 
doubt  has  been  thrown  out,  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Court  in  entertaining  the  prayer  of  this  petition.  The 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  is  somewhat  of  an  anomalous 
character.  It  has  been  supposed,  from  the  name  given  to 
the  Court  by  the  legislature,  that  it  is  only  a  Court  of 

(a)  13t]i  December,  1826,  from  i  MS.  note  of  Mr.  Barber. 
(»)  3  Mont  &  C.  549;  3  Deac.  242. 
(e)2M7L&Cr.207. 
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1841.       Appeal;  but  the  act  of  parliament  under  which  it  was 


created  constitutes  it  a  Court  of  original  jurisdiction,  and 
CoLvacixifB.  declares  expressly  that  it  ''shall  have  superintendence 
and  control  in  all  matters  of  bankruptcy,  and  shall  also 
have  power,  jurisdiction,  and  authority  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine, order,  and  allow  all  such  matters  in  bankruptcy,  as 
now  usually  are,  or  lawfully  may  be  brought  by  petition 
or  otherwise  before  the  Lord  Chancellor,  whether  such 
matters  may  haye  arisen  in  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy, 
w  elsewhere"  The  complaint  preferred  by  this  petition 
is,  that  the  Order  of  this  Court  has  been  scandalously 
abused.  Now  can  any  one  doubt  but  that  this  Court  has 
power  to  see  to  the  due  execution  of  its  own  Order  i  Mr. 
Papineau  obtained,  as  mortgagee,  an  Order  for  the  sale 
of  this  property ;  and  he  now  complains  of  a  great  abuse 
in  the  execution  of  the  Order.  The  complaint  affects 
the  conduct  of  two  sales ;  and  the  petitioner  comes  hera 
to  ask,  that  the  purchaser  shall  deliver  up  the  property 
into  which  he  has  been  let  into  possession,  after  per* 
mitting  him  to  enjoy  the  property  and  act  as  the  owner 
of  It  during  a  period  of  eight  or  nine  months.  If,  how- 
ever, all  the  allegations  in  the  petition  had  been  proved, 
I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  such  proof  would  not  then 
have  been  sufficient  to  induce  the  Court  to  go  as  far  as 
is  proposed  by  the  prayer  of  the  petition.  I  must  beg 
leave  here,  however,  to  deny  what  has  been  asserted  in 
argument,  namely,  that  a  perfect  stranger  can  come  to 
this  Court  and  petition  in  any  matter  of  bankruptcy. 
This  Court  can  only  hear  a  party  aggrieved.  The  ques* 
tion  is,  therefore,  has  the  petitioner  sustained  a  grievance. 
In  the  first  place,  he  must  show  that  he  is  a  creditor,  or 
that  he  has  a  lien  on  the  estate,  and  that  the  property 
has  been  sold  to  a  disadvantage.    My  impression  is,  first, 
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that  he  is  not  a  creditor ;  but  I  suffered  the  proceedings 
to  go  on,  in  order  that  all  parties  inculpated  might  have 
in  opportunity  of  answering  the  charges  against  them. 
Then,  if  he  had  a  right  of  lien^  why  did  he  not  attend  the 
itle,  and  claim  his  lien  ?    If  the  property  fetched  less 
thin  was  now  o&red  to  be  given,  it  was  because  he  held 
hick  the  title  deeds,  when,  if  he  had  chosen,  he  could 
have  attended  the  sale  on  his  own  behalf,  and  objected 
to  the  disposal  of  the  property  under  disadvantage.     If 
he  is  prejudiced  by  the  sale,  therefore,  this  is  by  his  own 
foloBtaYy  act,  and  he  has  no  right  to  complain.    The 
petitioner  states,  that  it  was  privately  arranged  between 
Mr.  Papineau  and  the  bankrupt  that  the  property  should 
be  put  up  to  sale ;  and  that  although  a  marketable  title 
could  not  be  made,  yet  that  Mr.  Papineau  should  become 
the  purchaser  of  the  property  at  an  undervalue.    This 
is  the  first  charge  of  collusion  preferred  against  Mr. 
Piqnneau  and  the  assignees.    That  the  bankrupt  is  now 
in  possession  of  the  property,  and  so  far  has  been  favoured 
by  Mr.  Papineau,  is  no  doubt  the  fact ;  and  this  led  me 
to  eiamine  carefully  all  the  allegations  in  the  petition ; 
because  that  circumstance,  of  course,  gives  a  colour  to 
those  charges.    But  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  charge 
of  collusion  is  completely  disproved  by  every  party  who 
was  concerned  in  the  sale.     Every  thing   was  done 
publicly  to  insure  competition,  and  in  the  ordinary  way. 
It  is  then  allied,  that  Papineau  made  no  deposit  of  any 
part  of  die  purchase  money.    Why,  it  is  proved  that  he 
actually  made  a  deposit  of  jf  450.    This  allegation  there- 
finre  appears  to  be  untrue.    The  next  allegation  is,  that 
die  bankrupt  was  never  out  of  possession  of  this  pro- 
perty,— that  the  fiat  was  concerted  for  the  benefit  of  the 
btakmpt, — and  that  the  sale  of  the  property  was  part  of 
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in  behalf  of  the  respondents.  It  is  next  alleged,  that  the 
Columbine,  sale  of  the  property  at  Dulwich  was  also  conducted  in  a 
most  disadvantageous  way,  and  that  it  was  sold  to  a  Mr. 
Anderton,  a  friend  of  the  bankrupt,  for  a  lower  price 
than  ought  to  have  been  obtained  for  it.  But  Mr.  Anr 
derton  swears  that  he  had  no  communication  with  the 
bankrupt  about  the  sale  of  this  property,  and  that  he  was 
sent  there  expressly  by  Mrs.  Baxter  to  purchase  the 
property  for  her.  There  is  no  foundation  therefore  for 
this  charge  in  the  petition.  I  do  not  impute  wilful 
falsehood  to  the  petitioner,  but  he  has  been  singularly 
incautious  in  making  these  allegations.  As  to  the  offer 
of  the  petitioner  to  give  £^00  for  the  property  in  Boyle 
Street^  subject  to  his  lien,  this  might  leave  the  estate  for 
an  uncertain  time  wholly  unprofitable  to  the  bankrupt's 
creditors ;  for  its  value  would  depend  upon  the  chance, 
whether,  or  not,  the  petitioner  would  be  able  to  establish 
his  lien.  The  grounds  on  which  I  must  decline  making 
any  Order  on  this  petition  are,  1st,  that  I  am  not  satisfied 
that  the  petitioner  is  a  creditor ;  and  2ndly,  that  if  he  is  a 
creditor,  he  is  not  a  party  aggrieved.  It  is  not  distinctly 
stated,  how  these  deeds  first  got  into  the  possession  of  the 
petitioner.  But  this  is  quite  clear,  that  the  two  principal 
deeds  conveying  the  property  to  the  bankrupt  were  in 
the  hands  of  Cox  and  Biddulph,  who  handed  over  those 
deeds  to  Mr.  Papineau  upon  his  satisfying  their  claim. 
The  petitioner  is  then  applied  to,  to  prepare  a  mortgage 
of  the  property  to  Papineau  ;  when  he  tells  him  that  be 
will  prepare  a  security  as  good  by  way  of  equitable  mort- 
gage ;  and  he  retains  the  possession  of  these  deeds,  with- 
out the  knowledge  of  Papineau.  In  disposing  of  this 
petition,  it  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  give  any  opinion^ 
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whether,  or  not,  a  solicitor  who  has  a  lien  on  title  deeds 
has  any  interest  in  the  estate.  The  petition  must  be  dis* 
missed ;  and  as  the  petitioner  has  had  the  courage  to  call 
on  the  Court  to  make  the  assignees  pay  his  costs,  it  is 
but  just  that  he  should  pay  theirs,  on  failure  of  his  at- 
tempt 

Petition  dismissed,  with  costs. 


1841. 


Ex  parte 
Columbine. 


Ex  parte  Sarah  Rhodes. — In  the  matter  of 
Jabies  Wood. 

This  was  a  petition  of  a  sister  of  the  bankrupt  to  annul 
the  fiatj  which  was  issued  on  the  15th  July  last;  the 
alleged  act  of  bankruptcy  being  a  departure  of  the  realm, 
tnd  being  out  of  the  realm  and  remainbg  abroad,  with 
intent  to  delay  his  creditors.  The  petitioner  had  made 
in  affidavit  in  support  of  the  petition,  stating,  that  in  the 
year  1838  the  bankrupt  went  to  New  York,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  his  business,  and  still  remained  there  for  the 
lame  purpose,  and  that  he  had  no  intention  to  delay 
his  creditors.  A  clerk  of  the  bankrupt  had  also  made 
an  affidavit  to  the  same  effect,  stating  that  the  bank- 
rupt bad  during  his  stay  in  America  purchased  large 
qnantides  of  goods  and  transmitted  various  property  to 
England,  by  which  assets  to  a  considerable  amount  had 
Men  into  the  hands  of  his  assignees.  The  bankrupt, 
however,  had  made  no  affidavit  himself  as  to  his  intention 
in  going  abroad. 


April  27. 
The  Court  will 
not  entertiia  a 
petitioii  of  a 
relttifoofUie 
bankrupt  to 
timal  tbo  fiat, 
on  the  alleged 
ground  that  his 
remaining 
abftMdwai 
without  any 
intention  to  de« 
lavbbcrediton; 
when  the  peti- 
tion is  presented 
without  Uie 
bankrupt'!  pri* 
vity,  and  he 
himielf  makes 
no  afiMavit  on 
the  subject 


Mr.  Swanstan,  and  Mr.  JElmsUe,  in  support  of  the 
petition,  submitted  that  the  question  was  one  entirely  of 
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1841.        f^^9  whether  the  intention  of  the  bankrupt  in  leaving 
^^""^       this  country  and  remaining  abroad  was  with  intent  to 
Rbodbs.      delay  his  creditors;  and  that  this  intention  was  suffi- 
ciently  negatived  by  the  affidavits. 

Mr.  J.  Russellf  for  the  petitioning  creditor,  and  Mr. 
Walker,  for  the  assignees,  were  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Sir  John  Cross. — This  is  not  the  petition  of  the 
bankrupt,  nor  alleged  to  be  with  his  privity  or  assent; 
neither  does  it  appear  that  any  notice  has  been  given  to 
him  of  the  intention  to  present  it,  in  order  to  afford  him 
an  opportunity  of  supporting  or  opposing  it.  The  peti- 
tion is  a  mere  voluntary  act  of  a  relative,  who  takes  upon 
herself  to  deny  any  intention  on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt 
to  delay  his  creditors.  The  Court  can  only  judge  of  die 
bankrupt's  intention  from  the  facts  of  the  case.  Here 
are  creditors  who  have  no  redress  for  the  recovery  of 
any  portion  of  theur  debts,  except  by  means  of  a  fiat, 
which  is  accordingly  issued  against  the  bankrupt ;  and 
now,  after  an  acquiescence  of  the  bankrupt  for  no  less 
a  period  than  three  years,  a  stranger  comes  an4  applies 
to  the  Court  to  annul  the  fiat.  The  Court  cannot  listen 
to  such  an  application,  and  is  by  no  means  satisfied  that 
there  was  no  intention  to  delay  his  creditors ;  on  the 
contrary,  the  inclination  of  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is, 
that  the  bankrupt  is  now  staying  abroad  for  that  express 
purpose. 

Petition  dismissed,  with  costs. 
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Ex  parte  James  Robebt  Spiller.— In  the  matter 
of  Thomas  Robert  Waters. 

This  was  the  petition  of  the  Northamptonshire  Bank- 
}Bg  Company,  by  their  public  officer,  for  the  proof  of  a 
debt,  and  for  a  new  choice  of  assignees. 

The  petition  stated,  that  the  fiat  issued  on  the  Ist  of 
March  last,  and  that  the  debts  already  proved  did  not 
woaQt  to  more  than  the  sum  of  1900/.,  and  that  the 
total  amount  of  just  debts  due  from  the  bankrupt  to  his 
sreditiMrB  beyond  those  proved,  and  over  and  above  what* 
wu  due  to  the  Northamptonshire  Banking  Company, 
did  not  exceed  the  sum  of  9000/,  That  the  bankrupt 
wu  indebted  to  the  banking  company  in  the  sum  of 
40002.,  on  the  balance  of  his  banking  account  with  them; 
and  thai  the  petitioner  obtained,  as  the  registered  publie 
oflleeff  of  the  banking  company,  two  judgments  against  the 
binlmipi  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  under  which  there 
wu  doe  to  the  banking  company  for  debts  and  costs 
wpfm  such  judgments  the  sum  of  4907/.  That  the  peti- 
tioner attended  an  adjourned  meeting  for  the  choice  of 
assignees  at  Northampton  on  the  Snd  April  instant, 
sod  tendered  a  proof  of  debt  on  behalf  of  the  banking 
company  against  the  bankrupt's  estate  for  the  sum 
of  49072.,  producing  to  the  Commissioners,  in  support 
of  such  debt,  the  judgment  papers  stamped  with  the 
office  seal  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  indorsed  for 
die  several  sums  of  SOOS/.  10s.  and  20081  10s.,  making 
toge&er  the  sum  of  4dOT2.  ,*  but  the  Commissioners 
ftjected  the  proof,  because  the  petitioner  did  not  produce 
to  them  ofllee  copies  of  the  two  judgments.  That  the 
petitioner  dien  agreed  to  abandon  the  judgments,  and 
to  waive  so  mneh  of  the  debt  as  was  due  for  costs,  or 
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WatminiUr, 
ApHl  30. 

Where  the 
tmottDtofa 
creditor's  debt, 
which  would 
have  turned  the 
choice  of  as- 
si^ees,  was  not 
disputed  on  his 
application  to 
prove  it  before 
the  Commis- 
sioners,  but  the 
proof  was  op- 
posed by  the 
solicitor  who 
issued  the  fiat, 
on  an  invalid 
objection,  which 
induced  the 
Commissioners 
to  reject  the 
proof;  and  they 
refused  to  ad- 
journ the  choice 
for  a  reasonable 
time,  to  enable 
the  creditor  to 
produce  an  un- 
necessary docu« 
ment,  the  pro- 
ductionof  which 
was  insisted 
upon  by  the 
Commissioners; 
and  the  whole 
proceedine  ap- 
peared to  be  a 
stratagem  of  the 
solicitor  to  hurry 
on  the  choice  of 
assignees,  and 
prevent  the  cre- 
ditor from  voting 
in  such  choice ; 
a  new  choice 
was  directed. 
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1841.  Otherwise^  in  respect  of  the  judgments,  and  to  prove  for 
^^^^^  the  sum  of  4552/.  95. 8rf.,  to  which  sum  the  debt  due  from 
Spillir.  ii^Q  bankrupt  was  then  reduced  by  the  realization  of 
different  bills  of  exchange,  which  had  arrived  at  ma- 
turity and  had  been  paid  since  the  signing  of  the  judg- 
ments, in  order  that  the  petitioner  might  vote  for  the 
choice  of  assignees ;  but  the  Commissioners  still  refused 
to  admit  the  proof,  on  the  ground  of  the  non-production 
of  office  copies  of  the  judgments,  although  the  proof  was 
not  disputed  or  opposed  by  any  of  the  creditors  then 
present.  That  the  petitioner  then  stated  to  the  Commis- 
sioners that  the  office  copies  of  the  judgments  had  been 
written  for,  and  were  expected  to  be  brought  within  the 
space  of  one  or  two  hours ;  and  he  therefore  prayed  an 
adjournment  for  that  length  of  time,  and  offered  to  pay 
any  costs  or  expenses  which  might  be  incurred  by  reason 
of  such  adjournment  for  his  accommodation ;  but  that 
this  request  was  refused  by  the  Commissioners,  and 
the  business  of  the  choice  proceeded  and  was  not  com* 
pleted  till  past  five  o'clock ;  shortly  after  which  time  the 
office  copies  of  the  judgments  actually  arrived,  and  were 
ready  to  be  produced  before  six  o'clock.  That  the  debts 
proved  by  the  respective  creditors  of  the  bankrupt,  who 
voted  in  the  choice  of  assignees,  did  not  exceed  in 
amount  the  sum  of  1400/. 

The  prayer  was,  that  the  Commissioners  should  hold  a 
meeting,  in  order  that  the  petitioner  might  prove  for 
the  sum  of  4552/.  9$.  8cf.,  and  that  the  choice  of  as- 
signees already  made  might  be  set  aside,  and  a  meeting 
held  for  a  new  choice ;  and  that  the  present  assignees 
might  be  directed  to  deliver  to  the  new  assignees  such 
part  of  the  estate  and  effecto  of  the  bankrupt,  as  should 
appear  to  be  in  their  hands  remaining  in  specie^  together 
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with  all  books,  papers  and  writing  sin  their  custody  or 
power,  belonging  or  in  anywise  relating  to  the  bank- 
rnpt's  estate  and  efiects;  and  that  they  might  be  ordered 
to  come  to  an  account  before  the  Commissioners  for 
what  had  come  to  their  respective  hands. 

In  opposition  to  the  prayer  of  the  petition,  it  was 
iwom  by  the  solicitor  who  issued  the  fiat,  that  the  act 
of  bankruptcy  on  which  it  was  founded  was  committed 
hj  the  bankrupt  on  the  16th  of  February  last,  and  was 
t  departure  of  the  bankrupt  from  his  dwelling-house, 
and  absenting  himself,  with  intent  to  delay  his  creditors. 
That  about  half  an  hour  before  one  o'clock  in  the  morn- 
ing of  that  day  the  bankrupt  executed  to  the  petitioner, 
18  the  r^stered  public  ofRcer  of  the  Northamptonshire 
Banking  Company,  at  the  office  of  the  company's  solicitor 
at  Northampton,  two  warrants  of  attorney  for  confessing 
judgment  against  the  bankrupt  at  the  suit  of  the  peti- 
tioner, as  such  public  officer,  for  the  sums  of  2900L 
and  9000/.  respectively.  That  on  the  same  day  judg- 
ments were  signed  and  executions  issued  and  levies 
made  under  such  warrants  of  attorney,  and  that  the 
whole  of  the  stock,  crops  and  implements  on  two  farms 
in  the  occupation  of  the  bankrupt,  and  his  household  fur- 
niture and  stock  in  trade  at  his  residence  at  the  White 
Horse  Tavern  in  Towcester,  in  the  county  of  Northamp- 
ton,  were  seized  by  the  sheriff  of  Northampton,  and 
certain  other  goods  of  the  bankrupt  at  Birmingham  were 
also  at  a  subsequent  period  seized  by  the  sheriff  of  War- 
wicL  That  the  property  so  seized  constituted  the  whole 
tangible  property  of  the  bankrupt.  That  claims  having 
been  made  to  this  property  by  Messrs.  Wolston  and 
Biggins,  and  other  parties,  claiming  under  bills  of  sale 
pieviously  given  to  them  by  the  bankrupt,  the  sheriff 
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1841.  procured  summonses  under  the  Interpleader  Act  for  the 
Ex  parte  attendance  of  all  parties  before  a  judge ;  who  ordered 
SpiLLiB.  tiiat  Wobion  and  Higgins  should  within  a  week  bring 
into  Court  the  sum  of  SOOO/.,  and  that  thereupon  the 
stocky  8cc.  on  the  farms  should  be  re-delivered  to  themi 
and  the  sheriflP  discharged  as  to  such  stock,  fte. ;  that 
the  sheriff  should  sell  the  residue  of  the  property  seiiedi 
and  bring  the  proceeds  into  Court,  keeping  a  separate 
account  of  the  sums  produced  by  the  sale  of  the  goodi 
in  each  claim ;  and  that  the  sheriff  should  deliver  to 
the  execution  creditors  an  inventory  of  the  goods  re- 
delivered to  WoUUm  and  Ntggins.  That,  in  pursuance 
of  this  order,  the  sum  of  SOOO/.  had  been  paid  hy  WbUUm 
into  the  Court  of  Exchequer;  that  the  other  property  had 
been  sold  by  the  sheriff,  and  the  produce  thereof,  amount* 
ing  to  nearly  1700/.,  had  also  been  paid  into  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  pursuant  to  such  order ;  and  that  the  said 
property  seised  by  the  sheriff  of  Warwick  was  still  ift 
his  hands*  That  the  deponent,  as  solicitor  to  the  peti- 
tioning creditor,  convened  two  private  meetings  on  the 
SSrd  and  S4th  of  March  before  the  Commissioners, 
for  the  express  purpose  of  investigating  the  claim  of 
the  banking  company,  and  examining  into  the  validity 
of  the  warrants  of  attorney  and  executions ;  and  that 
at  such  meetings  several  witnesses  were  examined, 
with  a  view  of  invalidating  such  executions;  and  the 
petitioner  was  also  duly  summoned  to  attend  and  to 
produce  all  banking  and  other  books  of  account  con* 
taining  any  entries  of  or  concerning  any  of  the  bank- 
rupt's dealings  and  transactions,  and  all  papers  and 
other  documents  in  any  manner  relating  to  the  bankrupt, 
especially  all  checks,  bills,  and  other  securities  received 
from  the  bankrupt,  or  on  his  account,  by  the  banking 
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coopuj.  That  the  petitioner  attended  both  such 
neetifiga^  but  refliBed  either  to  produce  any  books  or 
deeumentSi  as  required  by  the  summons ;  that  the  de- 
ponent put  to  the  petitioner  several  questions  relating 
to  the  warrants  of  attomeyi  and  the  claim  of  the  banking 
eoinpany^  bnt  the  petitioner  refused  to  answer  any  such 
questions ;  and  the  Commissioners  thereupoti  decided  that 
the  deponent  was  not  entitled  to  piress  the  same^  as  the 
petitioner  was  a  privileged  witness.  That  the  solicitor 
to  the  batiking  company  was  also  summoned  before  the 
Coounissioners  for  examinisition^  but  that  he  likewise 
declined  to  answer  questions  piit  to  him  by  the  deponent. 
That  at  the  meeting  of  the  Sbd  Aprilj  neither  the  peti^ 
tioner,  nor  his  attorney,  produced  any  documents  or 
vrhingB  whatsoever  in  suppoirt  of  their  right  to  prove 
the  allq^  debt,  except  two  papers  on  which  the  ind- 
pitMt  of  the  proceeditigs  was  entered  for  production  to  the 
matter  at  the  time  of  signing  judgment ;  nor  did  they 
OMike  any  re-delitery  of  the  property  taken  in  execution, 
but  merely  ofiered  in  general  terms  to  give  an  under- 
taking to  do  whatever  might  be  requisite  to  vacate  their 
securities.  That  the  Commissioners  rejected  the  proof, 
vpon  the  evidence  before  them ;  and  also  declined  to 
tdjoum  the  meeting,  on  the  ground  that  several  cre- 
£tOTS,  who  had  proved  debts  of  krge  amount  and  who 
tesided  at  a  considerable  distance  from  the  place  of 
meeting,  had  objected  to  such  adjournment  and  stated 
their  inability  to  attend  any  further  adjournment.  That 
die  Commissioners  expressly  stated,  as  a  ground  for 
rgecting  the  proof,  not  only  that  the  petitioner  had 
not  produced  before  them  office  copies  of  the  judg^ 
menta,  but  also  that  the  banking  company  insisted  on 
the  validity  of  the  executions^  and  had  not  vacated  their 
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1841.  securities,  or  re-delivered  the  property  seized,  and  that 
Ex  ptrt«  ^^^  petitioner  had  refused  to  answer  the  questions  put  to 
SriLLiB.  jjim  lyy  jjjg  deponent,  or  to  produce  the  banking  books 
and  other  documents.  That  the  deponent  was  present 
during  the  whole  of  the  meeting,  and  he  denied  that  the 
petitioner,  or  his  solicitor  on  his  behalf,  stated  to  the 
Commissioners  or  to  the  deponent,  that  the  banking 
company  had  waived,  or  intended  to  waive,  the  proof 
for  the  costs  on  the  judgments.  That  one  of  the 
assignees  chosen  at  the  meeting  had  proved  a  debt  of 
S61/.  35.  ll^;.,  and  the  other  a  debt  of  327/.  lis.  4|cf., 
neither  of  whom  held  any  securities  on  any  property  of 
the  bankrupt ;  and  the  memorandum  of  such  choice  was 
signed  by  seventeen  creditors  out  of  twenty,  who  had 
proved  debts  to  the  amount  of  10/.  and  upwards,  and 
whose  debts  in  the  aggregate  amounted  to  1844/.  lU. 
lid.,  out  of  1894/.  14s.  Sid.,  being  the  total  amount  of 
debts  proved  of  10/.  and  upwards.  Lastly,  that  in  con- 
sequence of  the  bankrupt's  estate  having  been  principally 
converted  into  cash,  and  paid  into  Court  under  the  above 
mentioned  interpleader  order,  the  greater  part  of  the 
business  relating  to  the  bankruptcy  must  necessarily  be 
carried  on  in  London,  where  one  of  the  assignees,  and 
the  deponent,  who  acted  as  solicitor  to  the  assignees, 
were  resident,  and  where  it  was  expedient,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  bankrupt's  estate,  that  one  of  the  assignees,  at 
least,  should  be  a  resident,  and  where  the  several  issues 
arising  out  of  the  interpleader  order  would  be  tried. 

The  statements  contained  in  this  affidavit  were  con- 
firmed  by  those  of  three  other  deponents,  who  were  pre- 
sent at  the  meeting  of  the  2d  April. 

In  reply  to  these  affidavits,  the  solicitor  to  the  banking 
company  deposed: — That  he  attended  the  adjourned 
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meeting  for  the  choice  of  assignees  as  solicitor  for  the 
bioking  company,  who  had  come  to  the  determination 
of  giTing  up  their  priority  as  execution  creditors,  in 
order  to  come  in  as  creditors  without  insisting  on  their 
judgment  debts,  and  to  prove  for  their  balance  of  the 
general  banking  account.    That,  in  consequence  of  such 
determination,  and  in  order  to  save  time  and  trouble  to 
the  solicitor  to  the  fiat,  deponent  prepared  a  deposition 
for  the  balance  which  was  then  ascertained  to  be  due 
from  the  bankrupt  to  the  banking  company  ;  and,  that  in 
order  to  exhibit  all  securities  which  the  company  might 
hold,  the  deponent  wrote  to  his  London  agents  to  send 
down  the  necessary  judgment  papers  for  proving  the 
debt.    That  his  agents  applied  at  the  proper  ofiice  for 
office  copies  of  the  judgments,  but,  not  being  able  to 
procore  them  in  time  for  the  adjourned  meeting,  they 
forwarded  the  original  judgment  paper  with  the  ofiice 
seals  thereon,  comprising  the  full  entry  of  the  proceed- 
ings firom  which  the  rolls  were  carried  in,  and  not  merely 
the  mcipitur  of  such  judgments.     That  in  the  deposition 
tendered  for  proof  were  set  forth  the  usual  particulars  of 
the  several  bills  of  exchange  held  by  the  company  as 
collateral  securities,  and  the  same  was  handed  to  the 
Cofpmissioners,  who  appeared  to  read  the  same,  but  did 
not  then  raise  any  objection  either  to  the  amount  ten- 
dered to  be  proved,  or  to  the  form  of  proof.    That  the 
solicitor  to  the  fiat  did  not  raise  any  objection  to  the 
amount  of  debt  claimed,  but  merely  urged  that  Mr. 
Spiller,  the  manager  of  the  banking  company,  had  re- 
fused at  a  former  private  meeting  to  be  examined  as  to 
the  amount.     It  was  alleged,  however,  by  the  deponent, 
that  at  such  private  meeting  Mr.  Spiller  answered  all 
such  questions  as  the  Commissioners  considered  he  was 
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1841.  bound  to  answer,  and  that  at  the  adjourned  meeting  for 
Expartt  ^^®  choice  of  assignees  no  attempt  was  made  by  the 
SpiLiEft.  Commissioners,  or  any  other  person,  to  dispute  or  to 
examine  into  the  account  claimed  to  be  proved  on  ac- 
count of  the  banking  company,  nor  was  ther6  atiy 
objection  made  to  the  amount  of  such  proof;  but  thSit 
the  solicitor  to  the  petitioning  creditor,  knowing  that  tHe 
proof  of  the  banking  comptoy  would  carry  the  choice  of 
assignees,  with  a  view  to  prevent  such  proof  being  made, 
took  and  relied  solely  upon  the  objection  as  to  the  hoh- 
production  of  the  copies  of  the  judgments,  in  order 
thereby,  if  such  objection  prevailed,  to  carry  the  chtiice 
of  assignees  unfairly  and  improperly,  as  against  ilie 
banking  company,  by  excluding  them  from  their  right  to 
prove  and  vote  in  such  choice.  That  when  the  depbnent 
first  tendered  the  proof  of  the  banking  company,  the 
parcel  had  not  arrived  from  his  agents  with  the  judgment 
papers;  but  that  Mr.  Spitter  had  in  his  possession 
all  the  bills,  vouchers,  checks,  securities,  and  the  copy 
of  the  banking  account.  That  one  of  the  Commis- 
sioners then  observed,  **  Oh,  but  you  have  a  judgment 
and  warrant  of  attorney — you  must  give  up  the  warrant 
of  attorney,  in  order  that  it  may  be  exhibited."  That 
deponent  replied,  "  We  do'nt  prove  on  the  judgments ; 
we  prove  upon  the  original  banking  account,  and  wate 
the  judgments."  The  Commissioners  then  inquired, 
"  Have  you  entered  satisfaction  on  the  roll?'*  to  which 
deponent  said,  "  No  such  thing  was  ever  heard  of 
That  deponent  then,  on  behalf  of  the  banking  companyj 
offered,  if  the  Commissioners  did  not  consider  that  Ae 
proof  would  not  be  virtually  an  abandonment  of  their 
judgments  and  executions,  to  sign  any  document  which 
was  necessary  to  abandon  the  judgment  securities ;  but^ 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPtCY. 


51 


before  the  Comtnissiotiers  had  come  to  any  decision  as 
to  adtnittiiig  the  pr^f^  a  parcel  arriyed  fl-om  the  depo« 
ntafft  London  agents  containing  the  ori|inal  jtidgment 
jiptfi,  which  were  then  banded  to  the  CtfmrnissionerB 
by  the  de^fietit^  and  were  proposed  to  be  added  to  the 
deposition  and  exhibited^  if  the  Commissioners  thought  it 
necesiary;  the  deponent  at  thie  same  time  stathig  to  the 
OtMiuuiasionerSj  that  the  proof  tendered  was  for  less  than 
dke  judgment,  and  that  no  costs  were  included  in  thfe 
proof,  which  was  not  in  respect  of  damages  recdvered 
oa  a  Terdict.    That  the  deponent  stated  to  the  Commis- 
nonets,  that  he  could  not  produce  the  warrants  of  at- 
toriieyj  becauKe  they  were  filed  as  of  course  in  the  proper 
but  that,  knowing  that  ofBce  copies  of  the  Jndg- 
i  wbtdd  arrive  from  his  agents  about  half  past  five 
on  diat  same  dky,  the  deponent  proposed,  in  case  the 
Conmissioners  insisted  on  the  production  of  such  office 
0Dpies,  that  the  meeting  should  be  adjourned  for  an  hour 
or  two,  U  then  being  about  half  past  four  or  a  quarter  to 
fite  o'clddc,  and  the  deponent  ofifered  to  pay  any  extra 
expense  which  might  be  incurred  by  a  compliance  with 
tMs  request;  but  the  Commissioners  rejected  this  offer. 
That  no  proposition  was  made  by  the  Commissioners,  or 
the  iMicitdr  to  the  fiat,  or  any  other  person^  to  examine 
Mr.  SpUler  as  to  the  debt  so  d&imed  to  be  due  to  the 
biiikii^  company,  although  he  was  then  ready  and 
#3fing  to  ht  examined ;  nor  wte  thete  any  the  slightest 
dbjecAtm  made  to  the  account,  or  the  amount  claimed  to 
Ik  (mved.    That  the  choice  of  assignees  was  not  com- 
pleted t31  half  past  five  o'clock,  and  that  the  parcel 
anifed  in  Northampton  with  the  office  copies  of  the 
judgments  about  half  past  five.    That,  in  pursuance  of 
the  judge's  order  made  on  the  25th  February  last,  the 
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1841.        sheriff  had  sold  the  effects  of  the  hankrupt  taken  in  exe- 
Ex  parte       cutionj  and  paid  the  produce  into  Court;  and  that  neither 
SpitLBB.      jj^g  deponent,  nor  his  said  clients,  nor  any  person  for 
their  use,  had  received  any  money  or  possessed  them- 
selves of  any  efiects  of  the  bankrupt  under  such  execution. 

Mr.  James  Russell,  and  Mr.  Wriyht,  in  support  of 
the  petition.  The  petitioners  in  this  case  claimed  to 
prove  on  the  bills  of  exchange  and  the  balance  of  the 
banking  account,  and  not  on  the  judgments ;  they  were 
not  bound  therefore  to  produce  the  office  copies  of  the 
judgments;  and  the  Commissioners  ought  to  have  ad- 
mitted the  proof,  which  would  have  carried  the  choice 
of  assignees.  When  the  proof  of  a  debt  has  been  im- 
properly rejected  by  the  Commissioners,  which  would 
have  carried  the  choice  of  assignees,  the  Court  has  on 
many  occasions  directed  a  new  choice.  The  authorities, 
though  somewhat  contradictory,  are  in  favour  of  such  a 
proceeding.  The  first  case  to  be  met  with  in  the  books 
on  this  subject  is  Ex  parte  Gregnier  (a),  in  which  Lord 
Hardwicke  said,  that  he  could  not  lay  it  down  as  a  rule, 
that,  because  some  of  the  creditors  are  abroad  and  be- 
yond sea,  they  must  at  all  events  have  an  opportunity  of 
voting  in  the  choice  of  assignees,  and  that  a  new  choice 
must  for  this  cause  alone  be  directed.  But  that  is  a 
very  different  case  from  this,  where  a  creditor  has  been 
improperly  prevented  from  proving  his  debt  to  vote  in 
the  choice  of  assignees.  Ex  parte  ButterJUl  (b)  may 
perhaps  be  cited  on  the  other  side,  where  Lord  Eldan 
said,  that  the  appointment  of  assignees  would  not  be 
disturbed,  when  chosen  by  those  who  can  make  imme- 
diate proof;  although  those,  who  may  not  have  been 
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prepared  so  to  do,  would  have  turned  the  scale.  The 
bets  of  that  case,  however,  are  very  distinguishable  from 
those  of  the  present.  There,  the  bankrupt  swore  that 
be  owed  the  creditor  nothing,  and  the  creditor  positively 
refhsed  to  be  examined  as  to  the  amount  of  his  debt. 
Here  the  amount  of  the  debt  was  not  disputed,  and  the 
creditor  was  willing  to  be  examined.  JSx  parte  Du^ 
reni  (a),  and  Ex  parte  Thompson  (b),  may  also  be  relied 
on  by  the  respondents ;  but  none  of  the  facts  of  those 
cases  are  given  in  the  report,  nor  does  it  appear  on  what 
grounds  the  Commissioners  rejected  the  proof.  In  each 
of  those  cases,  however,  it  was  admitted  by  the  Vice- 
Chanoellor,  that  if  the  proof  was  fraudulently  or  impro- 
perly procured  to  be  rejected,  with  a  view  to  influence 
the  choice  of  assignees,  in  such  case  there  would  be  a 
ground  for  directing  a  new  choice.  And  in  the  subse- 
({uent  case  of  Sx  parte  De  Chapeaurouge  (c),  which 
was  first  decided  by  the  Vice-Chancellor,  and  afterwards 
confirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  appeal,  it  was 
held,  that  where,  at  the  election  of  assignees,  the  major 
part  in  value  of  the  creditors  had  been,  accidentally  and 
without  default  on  their  parts,  excluded  from  voting,  a 
new  choice  of  assignees  ought  to  be  directed.  Ex  parte 
MUmer  (<f ),  which  occurred  in  this  Court,  may  likewise 
be  cited  against  the  prayer  of  this  petition ;  but  in  that 
case.  Sir  John  Cross^  who  differed  from  the  rest  of  the 
Court,  said,  *'  if  the  proof  (of  the  creditor  seeking  to  set 
aside  the  choice  of  assignees)  were  rejected  on  a  reason- 
able objection,  I  admit  then  it  would  not  perhaps  be  fair 
to  open  the  choice.  But  the  objection  taken  on  the 
present  occasion  was  not  only  erroneous,  but  was  cap- 
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1841.  tious  in  the  extreme ;  it  was  upon  a  mere  matter  of  formj 
£z  parte  namely^  because  the  affidavit  in  proof  of  the  debt  was 
Spillsr.  g^prn  before  the  solicitor  to  the  commission,  the  very 
p^sqQ  who  would  be  most  interested  in  seeing  that  the 
proof  was  right.  The  Commissioners,  though  they  saw 
the  great  ii\justice  that  would  be  done  by  prepludipg 
parties  from  their  right  of  voting,  and  although  tbey 
ipight  have  adjourned  the  choice  till  the  next  meeting, 
so  ^s  to  h^ve  enabled  the  petitioner  to  set  right  that 
w^iph  they  pnly  regarded  as  an  error  in  form,  refuse 
iieyertheless  tq  adjourn  the  meeting,  and  sufier  the 
elpption  to  prqceed ;  although  little,  if  any,  iqjury  to  the 
estate  could  have  happened  by  this  short  delay*  Hpw- 
^yer  desirable  it  i^ay  be  to  follow  precedents,  I  think 
we  ou^bt  not  to  do  so,  when  it  would  work  a  naanifips^ 
iQJRSticp.  Th^t  it  was  in  our  discretipn  to  direct  a  new 
pttpic^  QXi  tbjs  occasion,  is  admitted  pi)  all  hands ;  ^f)||, 
It^ing  thus  called  on  to  do  an  act  of  justice  to  this  peti- 
Ijpnef,  my  iippression  is,  that  if  we  refuse  the  pr^y^r  of 
\\\}?  petition,  w^  sl^all  be  really  doing  hiip  ^  great  iqjus- 
ticp."  Jbis  reasoning  applies  very  strongly  to  the  present 
cas^.  The  decision  ii)  JSx  parte  Edwards  (a),  however, 
^pe^s  to  b.e  a  complete  authority  in  support  of  fhis 
ppti^on.  It  was  t^ere  held,  that  where  the  CoipoiU- 
8)0ner8  h^d  iniprpperly  rejected  the  petitioner's  prpof  to 
^  very  large  amount,  whereby  two  creditprs  fojr  com- 
paratively trifling  sums  were  enabled  to  choosQ  the  a3sig- 
i^ees,  a  new  choice  ought  to  be  directed,  t\i^  pe^tip^er 
indemnifying  the  estate  against  all  the  costs.  And  ^^ 
Sjime  fjoctrine  was  l^pld  by  the  Lord  jCbapcjsllor,  }d  Ef 
gcvrte  ^atqkin8(b)f  namely,  that  where,  through  t})ie 
error  of  the  Commissioners,  the  great  body  of  the  cre- 
(a)  Budi(,  411.  (6)  Buck,  520. 
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ditors  were  prieY^nited  from  proving  their  4ebts^  a^4        1341. 
Totiog  in  the  choice  of  assigncjes,  there  should  he  a      ^'^^ 
Dpif  phoice.    |n  Ex  parte  JPar^by  (a),  also,  where  the      Spilleb. 
assignees  ha4  been  elected  by  the  vote  of  the  petitionbg 
creditor  bef|ore  be  had  proved,  it  was  held  that  th^  choice 
might  b^  yacated,  even  though  the  petition  w^  pre- 
sented six  montjis  after  the  election.    On  these  grounds^ 
therefore)  and  more  especially  for  thp  reasons  expr(es^ed 
by  Sir  Jphi^  Cross  in  Expqrte  Milner,  which  ^pply  so 
p^d^liaiHy  to  the  facts  of  the  pfesent  case^  we  submit 
that  thpre  ought  to  be  a  new  choice  of  assignees ;  as 
there  has  been  no  defau}^  of  the  peti^oners,  and  they 
have  bjeen  ifnproperly  shut  out  if<)m  voting  in  the  choice. 

Mr  iSt|P<w<w*  aw4  Mr.  Pr^,  fpr  thp  a^sig^ees.  The 
case  of  Ex  parte  Pqi^fty  (fl)  doe^  not  ^pply  to  this ;  for 
there  the  Cp^^^i|(^ipnprs  adfnitted  the  vote  pf  a  party,  who 
had  not  proved  his  debt  undpr  the  ppipmissipn ;  and  the 
Vice-CIvMicellpir  md,  that}^  was  not  a  choice,  in  the  mode 
p^^fcrilied  by  the  statute.  Tbp  choice  therefore  in  that 
Qsm  was  cpntr^y  ^o  l^v*  All  the  cases  )^y  down  this 
fD^djUe,  that  wberp  there  has  been  a  substantial  han^ 
j^  cbpice,  it  P)}gh^  not  to  be  disturbed ;  and  that  thp 
mere  xeje^tjqn  of  the  prpof  of  a  creditor  is  not,  of  itself,  a 
sufficient  cause  for  directing  a  new  choice,  even  tl^ough 
such  rejection  proceeds  from  an  error  in  judgment  of  the 
C^^nmissipners.  It  is  only  where  creditors  are  kept  back 
ijl  fraud  firpm  voting  in  the  choice  pf  assjgpees,  th^t  tl^e 
luom$  will  at^d  to  an  application  for  a  new  phoice.  In 
E^  parte  Swrfees  (b),  Lord  Erskine  says :  **  It  is  pro- 
perly admitted  in  this  case,  that  the  circumstance  t)i^t 
some  creditors,  whose  votes  would  have  turned  the  scale, 
(«)  MoDt.  e?.  (6)  13  Ves.  1Q. 
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1841*  were  absent  by  accident,  is  not  sufficient.  But  if  ere- 
^'^  ditors  were  kept  back  by  fraud,  assignees  chosen  under 
SpiLLBR.  such  circumstances  should  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  choice 
should  be  made.  This,  however,  is  not  a  case,  in  which 
it  is  possible  to  take  that  into  consideration ;  for  these 
petitioners  unquestionably  could  not  be  in  a  condition  to 
prove,  being  prevented,  not  by  fraud,  but  by  the  nature 
of  their  debts,  coupled  with  the  securities  they  held.** 
The  case  oi  Ex  parte  Durent{a)  is  an  express  authority, 
that  assignees  are  not  to  be  removed,  because  Commis- 
sioners improperly  reject  a  proof;  unless  it  appear  that 
the  proof  was  fraudulently  procured  to  be  rejected,  with 
a  view  to  influence  the  choice  of  assignees.  In  JSr  parte 
Edwards  (b)^  which  has  been  relied  on  by  the  other  side, 
the  Vice-Chancellor  said  that  the  facts  of  that  case  were 
very  special ;  there  were  only  three  creditors,  the  peti- 
tioner for  <£10,000,  and  two  others,  both  of  whose  debts 
only  amounted  to  £172;  and  the  petitioner,  through  the 
error  of  the  Commissioners,  who  mistakingly  rejected  a 
power  of  attorney,  was  prevented  from  voting.  In  that 
case,  therefore,  two  creditors  for  comparatively  trifling 
sums  were  enabled  to  choose  the  assignees,  while  a  cre- 
ditor for  c£l 0,000  was  improperly  excluded  from  voting 
in  the  choice.  Here  the  great  body  of  the  creditors  are 
not  excluded,  but  seventeen  creditors  out  of  twenty,  whose 
debts  amounted  to  £1844  out  of  £1894,  were  the  per- 
sons who  chose  the  assignees.  It  was  therefore  a  hon& 
fide  substantial  choice.  In  Ex  parte  Miln€r(c),  Sir 
Oeorge  Rose  said :  ''  There  is  no  case  in  which  assignees 
already  chosen  have  been  removed,  merely  on  the  ground 
that  the  proofs  of  creditors  have  been  rejected,  because 

(a)  Buck,  201.  (6)  Buck,  411. 

(e)  3  Detc.  &  C.  241. 
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tbej  were  tendered  in  an  informal  shape,  and  that  the 
ittignees  have  in  consequence  been  chosen  by  those  cre- 
ditors who  were  properly  prepared  to  prove  their  debts. 
The  practice  has  been  hitherto  established  against  open- 
ing the  choice,  for  this  cause  alone.  If  the  petitioner  had 
eren  tendered  evidence  of  the  consideration  for  the  debt 
to  the  Commissioners^  and  they  had  rejected  the  proof, 
lad  bad  proceeded  in  the  choice  of  assignees,  the  practice 
bf  twenty  years  has  established  that  the  Court  would 
not  on  that  ground  alone  have  opened  the  proof.  If 
then  such  would  have  been  the  practice,  where  the  right 
of  the  creditor  to  prove  his  debt  was  positively  rejected, 
—afortioriy  if  the  rejection  of  the  evidence  of  the  debt  is 
the  only  cause  for  complaint,  there  is  still  less  reason  for 
opening  the  choice."  In  the  present  case,  the  petitioner 
refiised  to  answer  any  questions  relating  to  the  warrants 
of  attorney,  and  the  claim  of  the  banking  company.  He 
rdused  also  the  production  of  the  banking  books,  not  of 
die  deeds,  but  of  the  accounts  between  himself  and  the 
bankrupt.  Can  the  petitioner  then  complain  of  the  con- 
duct of  the  Commissioners  in  insisting  on  the  production 
of  the  office  copies  of  the  judgments  ?  In  Cooke's  Bank- 
rupt Laws  (a),  it  is  said :  **  If  the  creditor  has  a  judgment, 
it  should  seem  that  he  ought  to  produce  an  office  copy  of 
the  judgment  to  be  exhibited ;  for,  upon  a  petition  to  have 
the  proof  of  a  debt  admitted,  which  the  Commissioners 
had  rejected  because  the  creditor  had  not  an  office  copy 
of  the  judgment  to  exhibit,  the  petition  was  dismissed 
with  costs  (ft).  The  rejection  therefore  of  the  petitioner's 
proof  in  this  case  was  fully  justified,  from  his  not  being 
prepared  with  sufficient  evidence  to  establish  it.    But  the 


1841« 
Ex  pane 

SpitLBR. 


(c)  1C.B.L.129. 


(6)  Eg  parU  Coneatmon,  ib. 
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1841.       d^pisiqn  '^^  fl^  fmvtf  f'vi^h  (^)  shews^  th^t  tt^e  bankrupt 
^^^^^^       here  ought  to  b^ve  beea  discharged  from  the  judgment, 
SfituBM.      ap4  all  b^pefit  ^om  it  relinquished,  before  the  proof 
copld  hwP  ijeeyi  admitted  on  the  proceedings. 

I^r.  Jf.  Husfefi  wa$  not  callpd  pn  to  reply. 

Sir  John  Ceoss. — ^There  is  only  one  rule  I  know  pf 
fo|r  the  Court  dealing  with  a  question  of  this  nature,  and 
that  is  to  be  fpund  in  the  act  of  parliament;  which  gives  a 
disprctionary  power  to  the  Jjord  Chancellor,  upon  peti- 
tion, to  or^er  any  assignment  made  to  the  assignees  pf  a 
bwkrupt  to  be  vacated.  It  is  no  doubt  very  convenient 
on  many  occasions,  to  lay  down  certain  rules  for  the  go- 
vernment of  the  Court ;  but  it  not  unfrequently  happens, 
that  rules  laid  down  to  fetter  the  discretion  of  the  Court 
defeat  the  justice  of  the  case.  In  the  present  case,  it 
appears  that  tl^e  hanking  company  had  w  undisputed 
debt  of  £i5QD  and  upwards  owing  to  them  from  the 
bankrupt  on  the  balance  of  his  banking  account,  to 
secure  which  they  obtained  two  judgments  on  two  war- 
rants of  attorney  given  by  the  bankrupt.  The  petitioner, 
4S  thq  public  officer  of  the  company,  was  required,  it 
seems,  to  produce  the  banking  books  of  the  company 
before  the  Commissioners  ;  but  it  is  not  very  likely  that 
it  was  in  his  power  to  produce  them.  At  the  adjourned 
meeting,  on  the  ]Snd  April,  the  petitioner  attended  be- 
fore the  Commissioners  to  prove  the  debt  due  from  the 
bankrupt  to  the  banking  company;  when  the  solicitor. 
If  bo  had  the  custody  of  the  proceedings,  objected  to  the 
proof  being  admitted,  unless  the  office  copies  of  the 
judgments  were  produced.    The  petitioner  then  said,  that 

(a)  1  G.  &  J.  165. 
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he  vould  abaQdoo  the  ju^gmeptSj  aQ4  prove  misrely  fof 
the  ba|ai{pe  pf  the  original  banking  account.  Tp  this 
propositipp  the  solicitor  alsq  objected^  still  insis^ng 
that  the  office  copies  of  the  judgments  must  be  pro- 
duced. Why  did  he  persevere  in  this  objection  ?  The 
imount  of  the  debt  was  UQt  disputed ;  there  was  no  sug- 
gestion of  any  fraud  or  error  in  the  statement  of  the  ba- 
lance ;  an4  J^t  h^  stil)  pppose^s  the  righ^  of  ^l^e  baking 
company  to  prove,  or  for  the  cbqice  of  assignees  to  be 
adjourned,  because  the  petitioner  did  not  produce  offic^ 
copies  of  those  judgments  which  he  offered  to  abandon, 
and  which  he  was  therefore  not  bound  to  produce.  It  is 
dear  to  my  mind,  that  the  sole  object  of  the  solicitor  in 
resisting  this  proof  was,  that  he  might  be  retained  as 
solicitor  to  the  fiat,  knowing  that  the  banking  company, 
whose  debt  would  carry  the  choice  of  assignees,  employed 
another  solicitor.  The  Commissioners  suffered  the  ob- 
jection of  the  solicitor  to  prevail,  and  refused  to  admit 
the  proof;  they  refiised  also  to  wait  a  reasonable  time  for 
the  production  of  the  office  copies  of  the  judgments,  which 
were  expected  to  arrive  from  London,  and  which  in  fact 
did  arrive  within  an  hour  after  the  assignees  were  chosen. 
It  is  quite  plain,  that  the  whole  opposition  of  the  solicitor 
was  not  a  ^HrnA  fide  objection  to  the  debt,  but  a  mere 
stratagem  to  hurry  on  the  choice  of  assignees,  and  to  ex- 
clude the  petitioner  from  voting  in  such  choice.  All  that 
is  necessary  for  me  to  say  on  this  petition  is,  that  the  as- 
signees have  not  been  fairly  chosen,  and  there  must  con- 
sequently be  a  new  choice.  A  proceeding  of  this  kind 
u  not  attended  with  the  same  inconvenience,  as  it  was 
before  the  alteration  of  the  law  of  bankruptcy ;  for  now 
there  b  no  necessity  for  a  new  assignment  after  a  fresh 
choice  of  assignees,  the  memorandum  itself  of  their  ap- 
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1841.        pointment  having  the  effect  of  absolutely  vesting  in  them 
^^'^^       the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  without  any  fresh  deed  of 

Kx  parte  '^  ' 

Spiller.      assignment  being  executed  for  that  purpose  (a). 

(a)  Seel&2W.4.c.56.B.25. 


Ex  parte  Joseph  Oakes. — In  the  matter  of 
WutmifMr.  Joseph  Oakes. 

Ajrnl  30. 

OnapetiUonby  J  HIS  was  a  petition  of  the  bankrupt  to  remove  one  of 
the  T«mo?aIor  the  assignees,  on  the  ground  of  improper  conduct  imputed 
DMi?wbere?^  ^o  him  in  the  administration  of  the  estate.  The  pro- 
!mT!^b^  ceedings  under  the  fiat  had  been  impounded,  under  an 
hJSdirSftbV**  Order  of  the  Court  made  on  the  hearing  of  two  former 
•^th*fff^'    petitions  (6)  in  the  same  bankruptcy;  one  of  which  was 

ptrtition  wM  got  presented  by  the  assignee,  whose  removal  was  now  sought 
up  between 

ibem  in  collu-    for,  praying  for  an  Order  on  the  solicitor  to  deliver  up 

•ion.  and  out  of  ,    ,         ,  .  .  ^  .         i 

a  spirit  of  hostile  the  proceedings;  and  the  other  petition  was  from  the  other 

opposition  to  the.  -w^    n       ^  ./.i  ii«i 

assignee  against  assignee,  22.  Beech,  praying  for  the  removal  of  the  same 
presented,  tbe  assignee  against  whom  the  present  petition  was  now 
SuroisMd!**  presented  by  the  bankrupt.  On  the  first  of  these  peti- 
baSwuptmay  *  ^'^"^  ^^^  Order  was  made  for  impounding  the  pro- 
remo^lc^an  ceedings,  and  the  other  was  dismissed  with  costs.  The 
tT^^ffTb*''  facts  of  the  case  appear  in  the  former  report.  The  only 
S***  "*faLf**  question  of  importance  arising  out  of  the  present  pro- 
produce  a  fur-    ceeding  was,  whether  a  bankrupt,  whose  estate  was  not 

plus. 

expected  to  produce  a  surplus,  could  petition  for  the 
removal  of  an  assignee. 

Mr.  Swanstan,  in  support  of  the  petition.  In  conse* 
quence  of  the  proceedings  under  the  fiat  being  still 
impounded,  the  estate  cannot  be  properly  administered, 

(a)  See  Es  paru  Randall,  and  Ejr  parte  Beech,  ante,  ?ol.  i.,  562. 
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ind  the  bankrupt  and  his  family  are  in  want.  Although  l^^l* 
the  bankrupts  estate  is  not  likely  to  produce  a  surplus,  g^  ^^ 
he  has  nevertheless  a  material  interest  in  the  due  admi-  •'^•■'•«  Oaeeu 
lustration  of  it  by  the  assignees,  and  that  it  should  pro- 
duce the  most  that  can  be  made  of  it ;  as  the  amount  of 
his  allowance  will  depend  upon  the  amount  divided 
among  his  creditors,  and  the  obtaining  his  certificate  will 
probably  depend  also  on  tlie  same  contingency.  With 
respect  to  the  right  of  a  bankrupt  to  interfere  in  the 
choice  of  assignees,  Lord  Eldon,  in  Ex  parte  Shaw  (a), 
says,  in  allusion  to  such  interference,  "  is  it  quite  clear, 
that  it  is  a  wholesome  principle,  which  intends  that  the 
person  who  has  the  most  accurate  knowledge  of  the  state 
of  his  afiSiirs,  how  he  became  a  bankrupt,  by  what  means 
his  fortune  may  be  retrievable,  and  by  what  method  his 
estate  may  be  best  collected  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors, 
(€i;€ii  without  yielding  him  any  surplus,  or  doing  so)  must 
shut  his  mouth;  or  that  he  is  to  say,  I  cannot  advise  any 
of  you  to  chose  the  person  who  I  think  would  be  the  best 
assignee?  and  yet  the  person  he  would  recommend 
night  be  the  only  proper  person  to  administer  his  affairs." 
These  observations  are  very  strong  in  favour  of  the  in- 
terest of  the  bankrupt,  as  well  in  the  appointment,  as  in 
tbe  continuance  of  particular  persons  as  his  assignees. 
And  the  right  of  the  bankrupt  to  petition  for  the  removal 
of  an  assignee  appears  from  the  result  of  an  inquiry,  that 
Uxk  place  during  the  progress  of  the  discussion  of  JEx 
parte  Shaw;  for  it  is  stated  (i),  that  upon  the  search 
made  in  the  bankrupt  office  for  instances  of  the  inter- 
ference of  bankrupts  in  the  administration  of  the  com- 
mission, no  less  than  four  cases  were  found,  in  which  the 
bankrupt  had  petitioned  either  for  the  removal  of  assig- 
(•}  1  G.  &  J.  154.  (6;  1  O.  &  J.  158,  note  («). 
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1841.       liees:  or  complaining  of  their  conduct  in  the  tHal-adtni- 
^^n^      nistratlon  of  his  estate>  and  in  all  of  which  jpctitions 
JitokVfl  OAktt.  Oriters  had  been  madie  in  favour  bf  the  battkrapt(a); 

Mt;  Priet  appeared  for  Beechi  the  other  aaslgiiee, 
ftl^  ih  support  of  thie  petition. 

Mr.  Kkhy&n  Parker  tor  Rdndatt,  the  rc^oiident 
!i»si^ee,  stated  that  man^  of  the  allegations  contained 
hi  iW  petition  were  founded  in  fkIsehood>  and  that  th^ 
pfetltiotl  v^as  not  sanctioned  by  any  of  the  creditoi^. 
He  Wntendfed,  also,  that  a  bankrupt,  whotfe  estate  would 
not  produce  a  surplus,  had  not  a  sufficient  interest  to 
8b{^p6r(;  A  petition  for  the  removal  of  an  assigitte. 

Mr.  Swanston,  in  reply.  Whether  the  bankrupt's 
estate  is  likely  to  produce  a  surplus,  or  ilot,  he  has  a 
right  to  apply  to  the  Court,  that  his  estate  may  be  duly 
administered.  The  cases  already  referred  to,  in  the 
note  (b)  to  JSr  parte  Shaw,  show  clearly  that  he  has  sttch 
right.  In  Ex  parte  Hedges  (6),  the  first  of  the  casfes 
mentioned  in  the  note,  the  bankrupt  and  other  persons 
petitioned,  stating  that  the  petitioners  had  made  inquiries 
into  the  character  and  circumstances  of  the  assignee,  and 
ibtind  him  unfit  for  the  trust,  and  praying  that  he  might 
be  discharged,  or  that  one  Richardson  might  be  joined 
with  him  as  assignee ;  and  the  Order  was,  that  thte  Com- 
missioners should  proceed  to  a  new  choice.  Anothfer  of 
theflie  cases,  Ex  parte  Lanffford{c\  was  also  the  petition 
of  the  bankrupt,  which  stated  that  his  assignees  had 

(a)  See  tlso  £r  part€  Jaehon,  G.  Cooper,  286,  ciU  ia  Ex  parU  Shaw,  1 
O.  &  J.  144,  note  (a). 

(b)  I  O.  &  J.  168.  (0  1  G.  &  J.  168,  n6te. 
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posses^  tfaemselyed  of  his  goods  to  A  conMdisrIlblfi        1841. 
iinonni,  aiid  had  kept  the  same  eight  bi  nihe  ttidnthil      ^^ ^r^ 
jAtcked    up   after   thfe    same    wfere  appraised,  bfefort  ^<**^^  ^itb. 
fispoiiiig  thereof,  thereby  they  sufl^ed  great  dainage, 
and  that  the  same  were  sold  at  prices  mnch  beIo#  their 
yaluik;  that  the  assignees  had  possessed  themselves  bf 
3ie  petitioner's  real  estate;  but  had  hot  sold  the  same, 
though  they  had  been  ofiered  the  fhll  yalue  theteof ;  and 
Qiat  by  such  dilatory  proceedings  of  the  assigiie^s;  the 
t^fioner's  allowance  would  be  greatly  diminished;  and 
prayed  that  the  assignees  might  be  ordered  to  ftcebtiht 
before  the  Commissioners,  and  that  the  petitioner's  e^t&tes 
tnight  be  forthwith  sold,  and  that  the  assignees  mi^ht  Mb 
directed  to  balance  accounts  with  the  petitioner,  and  that 
die  produce  of  the  petitioner's  real  and  personal  estate 
imght  be  forthwith  distributed  ;-^ahd  the  Order  was 
madfi  as  played.    So  in  ^x  parte  Jackson  (a)  the  bank- 
nipt  himself  presented  a  petition,  ptttying  the  removsd  of 
Qie  assignees,  and  a  neW  choice;  oh  which  it  was  ordered 
that  the  (Dbmmissibners  shbuld  call  a  meeting  of  the 
creditors  by  adVefdseinent  in  the  us&U  manner,  in  order 
tliat  the  crfei£tord  ^ho  should  b&  pfe^nt  might,  if  they 
thought  fit,  detefiniofe  td  jp^ifceed  to  a  choice  of  hew 
assignees  in  the  place  of  the  then  assignees,  and  if  at 
such  meeting  the  creditors  should  so  determine,  it  was 
ordered  that  that  they  shouM  proceed  to  such  new  choice 
accordingly.     These  authorities  are  quite  sufficient  to 
establish  the  right  of  the  bankrupt  to  present  thili  peti- 
tion. 


Sir  John  Cross. — It  appears  to  me,  that  this  applica- 
tion is  got  up  by  the  other  assignee.  Beech,  in  collusion 
(a)  G.  Cooper  286 ;  1  G.  &  J.  144,  note  (a). 
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1841.  irith  the  bankrupt,  for  the  purpose  of  harassing  the 
Ex  ptrte  assignee  against  whom  the  petition  is  presented ;  and  that 
JottFH  OiKii.  ^jjg  bankrupt  was  made  a  party  to  the  petition,  as  he 
would  not  be  liable  to  costs.  One  of  these  assignees  is 
adverse  to  the  bankrupt,  and  favourable  to  the  creditors; 
the  other  is  favourable  to  the  bankrupt,  without  much 
apparent  feeling  for  the  interests  of  the  creditors.  The 
only  thing,  that,  as  it  strikes  me,  would  be  beneficial  to 
the  creditors  in  this  state  of  circumstances,  is,  that  there 
should  be  a  new  assignee  appointed  in  the  room  of  Beech, 
the  petitioner.  Since^the  Court  impounded  the  proceed- 
ings on  the  hearing  of  the  former  petition,  it  appears  that 
Randall  went  to  Beech  to  ask  him  to  agree  to  appoint 
some  other  solicitor ;  but  that  Beech  refused  to  do  so, 
notwithstanding  the  opinion  which  the  Court  expressed 
on  the  former  occasion  as  to  the  conduct  of  this  very 
solicitor,  and  which  induced  the  Court  to  order  him  to 
deliver  up  the  proceedings.  Under  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  without  saying  that  the  bankrupt  cannot  in 
any  case  present  a  petition  for  the  removal  of  an  assignee, 
I  think  that  this  petition  must  be  dismissed,  and  that 
Beech  is  not  entitled  to  any  exception  from  the  usual 
consequences  of  such  dismissal,  namely,  the  payment  of 

costs. 

Petition  dismissed. 


Ex  parte  Peter  Harris  Abbott. — In  the  matter  of 

Wutmitattr,  P.  H.  AbBOTT. 

AfrU20. 

Phustice,onap-  MR.  Anderdon  applied  on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt, 
S^^T^iro  peti-   wbo  had  petitioned  to  annul  the  fiat,  to  have  the  petition 

tioDtofdifcvnt 

ptrtMt  to  come  on  together. 

Banknipc  not  entuled  to  a  copy  of  the  depoeition  oq  which  the  adjudication  proceeded,  on 
hit  petition  to  annnl. 
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set  down  for  an  early  day, — to  have  another  petition  pre- 
sented for  the  same  purpose  by  another  party  (which  had 
been  answered  for  a  different  day)  set  down  for  hearing 
on  the  same  day,  so  that  the  two  petitions  might  come 
on  together, — and  that  the  bankrupt  petitioner  might  be 
furnished  with  a  copy  of  the  deposition  on  which  the  ad- 
judication proceeded. 
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1841. 


£z  parte 
Abbott. 


Sir  John  Cross. — You  may  have  your  own  petition 
set  down  for  an  early  day ;  but  the  Court  cannot  make 
any  Order  as  to  the  other,  on  your  ex  parte  application ; 
neither  can  it  order  you  a  copy  of  the  deposition.  The 
deposition  will  be  no  evidence  against  the  bankrupt,  un- 
less it  is  verified  by  affidavit ;  nor  can  it  be  read  at  the 
hearing,  unless  you  have  notice  previously  of  the  inten- 
tion to  read  it,  and  are  furnished  with  a  copy. 


Ex  parte  Robson. — In  the  matter  of  Amner. 

IHIS  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor  to  expunge  a  proof, 
which  had  been  made  by  the  assignee  of  one  Brookes,  a 
bankrupt.  The  objection  to  the  proof  was,  that  it  was 
admitted  on  the  mere  affidavit  of  the  assignee,  without 
any  affidavit  having  been  made  by  Brookes,  as  to  the 
amount  and  nature  of  the  debt. 

Mr.  Keene,  and  Mr.  Anderdan,  in  support  of  the  pe- 
tition, contended  that  Brookes  ought  to  have  joined  in  the 
affidavit. 


WettmintUr, 
Mayl. 

Where  a  cre- 
ditor becomes 
baDkrupt,  he 
mast  join  with 
his  assignee  ia 
the  aflSdavit  in 
proofof  the  debt. 
Tlie  affidavit  of 
the  assignee, 
alone,  is  not  suf« 
ficieot. 


Mr.  SwanstoHj  and  Mr^  Bacon,  contra. 

VOL.  11.  F 
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1841. 


Ex  parte 

BOBSON. 


Mr.  K.  Parker^  for  the  assignees  of  Amnerj  'submitted 
to  any  Order. 

Sir  John  Cross.— The  proof  should  not  have  been 
admitted;  without  firooAea  joining  in  the  affidavit. 

Ordered  as  prayed. 


May  6  4  3i!    Ex  parte  Eyre.— In  the  matter  of  Anthony  George 
^^^,  Wright  Biddulph  and  others. 

July  20  *  27. 

A  customer  who  THIS  was  a  petition  praying  for  the  sale  of  cerUun 

bantot  for  safe  shares  and  other  securities,  with  liberty  for  the  peti- 

tTtbeLyof*'    tioner  to  bid,  and  to  prove  for  so  much  of  his  debt  as 

bMkerlhlveac.  should  not  be  satisfied  by  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.    The 

JSnw'fnthe*  Statements  of  the  petition  were  in  substance  as  follows. 

h°^iSSScTi  The  petitioner,  who  kept  an  account  with  the  bankrupts 

tainedinthe  ^8  his  bankers,  deposited  at  the  Bank,  for  safe  custody, 
boz.onthesecu-  '       r  »  ^    .^ 

rity  of  certain     a  box  marked  with  his  initials  and  containing  securities 

certificates, 

which  are  there-  of  various  descriptions.    The  key  of  this  box  was  placed, 

upon  depouted 

in  the  box,  to-    with  Other  keys  belonging  to  numerous  other  customers 

gether  with  a 

memorandttm  stating  the  circamstaoces  of  the  loan,  but  not  fixing  any  time  for  the  leplacemeat 
of  the  bonds.  Afterwards  the  partner,  without  the  customer's  knowledge,  removes  the  certifi- 
cates, and  substitutes  for  them  other  securities.    The  firm  becomes  bankrupt :  HM — 

1.  That  the  joint  estate  was  not  liable,  in  respect  of  the  abstraction  of  the  certificates. 

2.  That,  although  no  time  was  fixed  for  the  replacement  of  the  bonds,  the  abstraction  of  the 
certificates  rescinded  the  loan,  and  gave  the  customer  a  right  of  proof  againt  the  separate  estate 
of  the  partner ;  the  authority  of  Utterson  v.  Vernon  not  applying  to  such  a  case. 

3.  That  the  sum  proveable  was  not  the  value  of  the  certificate,  but  the  value  of  the  bonds  at 
the  time  of  the  abstraction  of  the  certificates. 

4.  That  the  customer  was  entitled  to  an  Order  for  a  sale  of  the  securities  substituted  without 
his  knowledge,  with  leave  to  prove  for  the  difference  between  the  proceeds  and  the  value  of 
the  bonds. 

The  same  customer  lends  other  railway  bonds  to  the  firm,  on  having  deposited  in  his  box  u 
a  security  railway  bonds  of  a  diflferent  description,  together  with  a  memorandum  engaging  the 
firm  to  replace  the  original  bonds  at  or  withm  the  expiration  of  three  months,  if  required  so  to 
do.  On  a  petition  stating  this  transaction,  and  that  the  substituted  bonds  had  been  withdrawn 
and  others  substituted  for  them,  but  not  stating  that  any  request  for  replacement  of  the  original 
bonds  had  been  made,  nor  containing  any  statement  as  to  the  customer's  knowledge  of  the  last 
substitution,  except  one  to  the  effect  that  the  substitution  was  made  at  the  request  of  the  finn ; 
Held,  that  the  customer  had  no  proveable  debt  in  respect  of  this  loan. 
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of  the  bank,  in  a  cupboard  to  which  both  the  customers 
and  the  partners  in  the  bank  had  access.  In  1835,  this 
box  contained  (among  other  securities)  certain  bonds 
issued  by  a  railway  company  in  Cuba,  for  sums  amo  mt- 
iog  in  the  whole  to  <£53,S00,  bearing  interest  at  f  per 
cent  For  these  bonds,  which  were  payable  to  the 
bearer  and  transferable  by  delivery,  the  petitioner  had 
paid  to  the  bankrupts,  through  whose  agency  the  loan 
was  negotiated  in  England,  c£48,412,  being  at  the  rate 
of  £91  per  cent.  The  bonds  remained  in  the  box  until 
the  month  of  September  1838,  when  John  Wright ^  one 
of  the  partners  in  the  banking  house,  asked  the  petitioner 
for  the  loan  of  part  of  them,  amounting  to  25,000Z.,  offer- 
ing to  deposit  as  a  security  upwards  of  400  certificates  of 
shares  in  die  London  and  Southampton  Railway  Com- 
pany. The  petitioner  having  acceded  to  this  request, 
the  feUowing  letter  was  addressed  to  him  by  John 
Wright. 

"  London,  Sept  19th  1838. 
"  To  Vincent  Eyre,  Esq. 

^'  I  hereby,  in  consideration  of  your  lending  me  twenty- 
five  thousand  Cuba  bonds,  deposit  with  you  four  hundred 
certificates  in  the  Southampton  Railway,  and  which  four 
hundred  shares  I  hereby  in  every  way  agree  to  assign  to 
you,  till  the  said  Cuba  bonds  are  redeemed  by  me ;  and 
should  I  fail  in  my  obligation,  you  are  at  liberty  to  dis- 
pose of  the  same  for  your  own  reimbursement  within  four 
months.  John  Wright." 

Accorduigly,  upon  the  19th  September  1838,  25,000/. 
in  Cuba  bonds  were  taken  out  of  the  box,  and  398 
London  and  Southampton  Railway  certificates  were,  to- 
gether with  the  above  letter,  deposited  in  their  stead. 
On  the  following  day;  the  following  memorandum  was 

f2 


1841. 


£z  parte 
Eyre. 
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1841.        drawn  up  by  Mr.  Joseph  Beadle^  the  confidential  clerk 
^■^^^^        of  the  banking  house,  and  placed  in  the  box. 
Eyre.  "  For  the  loan  by  Mr.  Vincent  Eyre  to  Mr.  John 

Wright  of  twenty-five  thousand  Cuba  bonds,  Mr.  Wright 
has  deposited  in  Mr.  Eyre's  box  one  hundred  and 
twenty-five  old,  and  two  hundred  and  seventy-three  new 
shares  in  the  London  and  Southampton  Railway  Com- 
pany, as  security,  to  which  Mr.  Wright  will  add  some 
other  shares  when  received  from  Mr.  Easthope. 
Sept.  20lh  1838.  For  IT.  &Co. 

Joseph  Beadle.** 
Some  time  afterwards  31  other  London  and  South- 
ampton Railway  certificates  were  deposited  by  John 
Wright  in  the  box,  making  altogether,  AS9.  The  se- 
cond transaction  took  place  in  November  1839,  when 
the  petitioner  having  agreed  to  lend  to  the  banking 
house  his  remaining  28,2^00/.  Cuba  bonds,  on  their  giving 
as  a  security  33,000/.,  Norris  Town  and  Valley  Railway 
bonds,  the  following  letter  was  addressed  to  him  in  the 
handwriting  of  Joseph   Beadle,  and  signed  by  John 

Wright. 

HcDrietta  Street,  19lh  November  1839. 

"  My  Dear  Sir, 
*'  On  the  20th  September  1838,  you  lent  me  twenty- 
five  thousand  pounds  Cuba  bonds,  to  secure  the  replace* 
ment  of  which  I  made  over  to  you  four  hundred  and 
twenty-nine  certificates  of  shares  in  the  London  and 
South  Western  (a)  Railway  Company.  I  expect  to  be  able 
to  replace  the  above  Cuba  bonds  in  March  or  April  1840. 
In  respect  of  twenty-eight  thousand  two  hundred  Cuba 
bonds,  which  I  borrow  from  you  this  day  on  account  of 
the  house,  we  deposit  as  a  security  thirty-three  thousand 
pounds  Norris  Town  and  Valley  Railway  bonds,  and 

(a)  This  was  then  the  name  of  the  company,  which  was  originaUy  called 
the  London  and  SouthampUm  Railvmy  Company. 
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we  hereby  engage  to  replace  the  said  Cuba  bonds  at  or 
within  the  expiration  of  three  months  from  this  date,  if 
yoo  should  require  us  to  do  so.  As  we  wish  in  this 
transaction  to  give  you  ample  cover,  we  put  the  Norris 
Town  and  Valley  Railway  bonds  at  the  price  of  70  per 
cent ;  they  were  not  to  be  issued  under  92.  Mr.  Marri- 
wn  took  10,000/.  at  the  rate  of  95,  but  we  expect  to 
receive,  by  the  Great  Western,  Illinois  State  bonds, 
which  we  can  then  exchange  against  the  present  secu- 
rities, if  you  should  prefer  it.  We  feel  ourselves  in  this 
instance  much  obliged  by  your  kind  acquiescence  to  my 
request,  the  accommodation  may  enable  us  to  obtain  with 
greater  fiu^ility  any  advance  that  we  may  occasionally  re- 
quire, while  the  present  feeling  continues  to  prevail 
agunst  American  securities  in  the  money  market. 

I  am,  my  dear  Sir, 
To  Your's  most  sincerely, 

Vincent  JEyre,  Esq.  John  Wright." 

On  the  19th  day  of  November   1839,  accordingly, 
the  28,200/.   Cuba  bonds  were  taken  from  the  box 
and  replaced  by  33,000/.  Norris  Town  and  Valley  Rail- 
way bonds,  which  were  securities  payable  to  the  bearer, 
and  transferable  by  delivery.    The  petition  then  stated, 
that  on  the  27th  of  February  1840  these  last  mentioned 
leeurities  were,  at  the  request  of  the  firm,  exchanged  for 
Cairo  City  and  Canal  bonds,  which  were  securities  for 
money  raised  for  making  a  canal  and  a  city  to  be  called 
Cairo,  at  the  junction  of  the  Ohio  with  the  Mississipi, 
and  were  also  payable  to  the  bearer  and  transferable  by 
delivery.    No  further  communication  took  place  between 
the  bankers  and  the  petitioner  relative  to  the  securities ; 
and  on  the  17th  day  of  December  1840  the  fiat  was 
issued.     Upon  examining  the  contents  of  the  box  on 
die  2Srd  of  November,  the  day  on  which   the  bank 


1841. 

Ex  parte 
£yrx. 
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1841.        stopped  payment,  the  petitioner  found  that  the  4S9  cerU- 


Ex  oarte  ^^ates  of  shares  in  the  London  and  Southampton  Rail- 
£yre.  ^ay  had  been  taken  out,  and  that  14,500/.  debentures 
of  the  Commercial  Steam  Packet  Company,  6000/.  bonds 
of  the  Maryland  and  New  York  Iron  and  Coal  Company, 
and  80  certificates  of  shares  of  25/.  each,  in  the  name  of 
John  Wright^  in  the  New  Zealand  Land  Company,  had 
been  deposited  in  the  box.  All  these  substituted  secu- 
rities were  also  payable  to  the  bearer,  and  transferable 
by  delivery,  and  along  with  them  were  found  the  fol- 
lowing memoranda,  which  were  entirely  in  the  band 
writing  oi  Joseph  Beadle^  and  were  written  on  the  above 
mentioned  letters  of  the  19th  of  September  1838. 

«  July  13th  1840. 

*^  Delivered  to  Mr.  John  Wright  certificates  for  one 
hundred  shares,  part  of  the  within  mentioned  shares 
deposited  as  a  security,  in  lieu  of  which  he  has  deposited 
5000/.,  bonds  of  the  Maryland  Iron  and  Coal  Company, 
for  the  same  purpose.  For  W.  8c  Co. 

Joseph  Beadle." 

"July  30th  1840. 

"  Delivered  to  Mr.  John  Wright^  one  hundred  London 
and  Southampton  Railway  Company  shares,  part  of  the 
within  mentioned,  of  which  21  are  returned.  J.  B," 

"October  21st  1840. 

"  Delivered  to  Mr.  Wright^  fifty  shares  of  London 
and  Southampton  Railway  Company,  part  of  the  within 
mentioned,  and  deposited  in  lieu  thereof  5000/.  Com- 
mercial Steam  Company  debentures." 

"  October  30th  1840. 

"  Delivered  to  Mr.  Wright,  one  hundred  shares,  fur- 
ther part  of  the  within  mentioned,  and  deposited  in  lieu 
thereof,  5000/.  Commercial  Steam  Company  debentures. 

J.  B.** 
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There  was  another  memorandum,  dated  November  13th 
1840j  to  a  similar  effect,  and  also  the  following  memo- 
niidum  without  date  or  signature,  written  on  a  scrap  of 
paper,  in  the  handwriting  of  John  Wright.  "  80  New 
Zealand  shares,  and  5000/.  or  6000/.  Maryland  bonds, 
substituted  in  lieu  of  Southampton  shares."  The  interest 
CD  the  whole  53,S00/.  Cuba  bonds  was  regularly  credited 
half  yearly  to  the  petitioner  by  the  banking  house  in  their 
miming  cash  account  with  him,  up  to  and  including  the 
5di  of  September  preceding  the  bankruptcy.  The  in- 
terest, which  had  accrued  due  from  the  5th  of  September 
to  the  date  of  the  fiat,  amounted  to  477/.  9s.  3d.,  in 
respect  of  the  ^,2002.  Cuba  bonds  lastly  taken  from  the 
box,  and  to  4S3L  5s.  9d.  in  respect  of  the  bonds  first 
taken.  It  was  also  stated  in  the  petition,  that  Cuba 
bonds  were  seldom  or  ever  in  the  market  for  sale,  so  that 
the  value  of  them  on  any  given  day  could  not  be  ascer- 
tained. The  prayer  of  the  petition  was  for  a  sale  of  the 
Commercial  Steam  Packet  Company's  bonds,  the  Cairo 
City  and  Canal  bonds,  and  the  New  Zealand  Land  Com- 
pany's shares,  with  liberty  to  bid,  and  prove  against  the 
joint  estate  for  the  difference,  if  the  sale  should  not  pro- 
dace  enough  to  pay  the  petitioner  his  debt  of  48,840/.  15s. 
and  the  incidental  expenses. 


1841. 


Ex  parte 
Eyre. 


Mr.  JBethellf  and  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  petitioner.  First, 
as  to  the  25,000/.  Cuba  bonds;  the  petitioner  is  entitled 
to  retain  the  securities  which  were  substituted  without 
his  knowledge  for  the  London  and  South  Western  Rail- 
way certificates,  and  after  realizing  those  securities  to 
prove  for  the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the  proceeds 
and  the  value  of  the  certificates,  either  against  the  joint 
estate,  or  against  each  separate  estate.    He  will  then  be 


72  CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

1841.  entitled  to  retain  the  dividends  received  upon  this  proof, 
^^P^      as  a  security  for  the  value  of  the  Cuba  bonds  which  he 

Eyre.  jg^t  jq  thg  bankrupt,  John  Wright j  on  the  security  of 
the  South  Western  Railway  certificates.  For  the  value 
of  these  certificates,  every  member  of  the  firm  is  liable. 
They  held  them  for  safe  custody,  in  the  character  of 
bailees  or  trustees;  and  if  they  permitted  one  of  the 
trustees  to  deal  with  them  in  a  manner  inconsistent  with 
the  trust,  they  are  each  of  them  responsible  for  the 
breach  of  trust.  It  is  not  necessary  for  this  purpose  that 
they  should  have  had  actual  notice  of  the  wrongful  act 
having  been  committed ;  for,  *^  if  by  using  the  ordinary 
diligence  which  their  calling  requires,"  they  might  have 
had  notice,  that  is  sufficient ;  and  so  it  was  held  in  FaunU 
leroy's  case  (a),  where  an  entry  in  a  pass  book,  into  which 
no  one  of  the  other  partners  had  looked,  was  considered 
sufficient  notice  to  the  firm  that  money  had  been  drawn  out 
by  Fauntleroy,  and  applied  to  his  own  purposes.  Here 
the  box  was  in  the  custody  of  the  firm,  who  must  be  held 
to  have  had  notice  of  its  contents.  Then,  with  regard  to 
the  amount  for  which  the  dividend  to  be  received  on  the 
value  of  the  South  Western  Railway  certificates  is  to  be  a 
security,  that  amount  must  be,  not  the  value  of  the  Cuba 
bonds  at  the  date  of  the  fiat,  but  their  value  at  the  time 
of  the  loan ;  for  the  loan  of  the  Cuba  bonds  was  a  simple 
lending,  not  a  loan  upon  an  agreement  for  a  retransfer. 
If  there  be  a  loan  of  stock  which  is  to  be  replaced,  the 
amount  proveable  is  the  value  at  the  date  of  the  fiat ;  but 
if  the  loan  be  unaccompanied  with  any  agreement  to  re- 
place it,  the  debt  is  of  course  the  amount  which  the 

(a)  Matth  V.  Ktaiing,  1  M.  &  A.  605 ;  £x  part€  BolUmd,  Mont  k 
M<A.  315. 
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debtor  has  received,  that  is  to  say,  the  value  of  the  stock 
at  the  dme  of  the  loan. 

Secmdly,  with  regard  to  the  ^8,^00/.  of  Cuba  bonds ; 
it  will  not  be  disputed  that  this  was  a  loan  to  the  firm,  or 
that  consequently  the  petitioner  has  a  right  of  proof  in 
respect  of  this  transaction  against  the  joint  estate,  after 
selling  the  Cairo  bonds,  which  were  substituted  as  a 
security  for  the  Cuba  bonds.  The  only  question  will  be, 
as  to  the  amount  of  the  debt.  Now  the  terms  of  the 
memorandum,  with  respect  to  this  loan,  differ  from  those 
of  the  memorandum  referring  to  the  former  transaction, 
the  engagement  being  to  replace  the  bonds  within  three 
months  if  required.  The  interpretation  of  this  language 
must  be,  that  the  petitioner  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  treat 
the  transaction  as  an  engagement  to  replace  within  the 
specified  time,  or  as  a  loan  generally ;  and,  adopting  it  in 
the  latter  character,  he  is  entitled  to  estimate  his  debt,  as 
in  the  other  case,  at  the  value  of  the  bonds  at  the  time 
of  the  loan. 


1841. 


£z  parte 
Eyre. 


Mr.  SwanstOHj  and  Mr.  DixaUj  for  the  assignees. 
With  regard  to  the  first  loan.  It  was  a  private  trans- 
ledon  between  the  petitioner  and  the  bankrupt  John 
Wright,  with  which  the  partnership  had  nothing  to  do. 
The  South  Western  Railway  certificates  belonged  to  John 
Wright,  who  never  parted  with  the  possession  of  them, 
since  he  had  throughout  access  to  the  box  in  which  they 
were  deposited.  How  then  could  the  firm  under  any 
circumstances  be  responsible  for  the  mode  in  which  the 
bankrupt  John  Wright  dealt  with  his  own  property? 
Were  they  to  take  cognizance  of  any  private  arrangement 
entered  into  with  regard  to  it  between  him  and  the 
petitioner?     But,  independently  of  tliis  consideration. 
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1841 .  and  supposing  the  South  Western  Railway  certificates  had 
Ex  parte      ^^®"  ^^^  property  of  the  petitioner,  the  other  partners  are 

Eybi.  jjqj  responsible  for  the  wrongful  act  of  John  Wright.  He 
cannot  be  considered  as  their  agent,  nor  can  the  clerk 
Beadle  be  considered  as  their  agent  to  do  a  wrongful  act. 
The  firm  were  merely  bailees  of  the  railway  bonds,  and 
only  bound  to  take  such  care  of  them  as  they  would  in  re- 
spect of  their  own  property.  You  must  establish  a  case  of 
gross  negligence,  to  make  them  responsible.  If  you  could 
make  them  liable  in  this  case,  you  could  in  one  of  actual 
robbery ;  for  the  same  principle  would  apply  to  both 
cases.  [Sir  •/.  Crass.  There  must  be  '^  crassa  neg- 
ligentia*'  to  create  liability.]  Finucane  v.  Small  (a)  is 
a  much  stronger  case  on  this  point,  than  the  present;  for 
the  defendant  there  was  not  a  gratuitous  bailee,  as  the 
parties  were  here,  and  yet  he  was  held  to  be  exempt 
firom  liability.  Whatever  proof  can  be  established,  there- 
fore, must  be  against  the  separate  estate  oiJohn  Wright^ 
only ;  and,  with  regard  to  the  amount  for  which  proof  is 
to  be  made,  the  petitioner  must  elect  whether  be  will 
adopt  the  substituted  securities,  or  not;  he  cannot  be 
allowed  to  have  a  double  proof  in  the  manner  now  pro- 
posed, first  proving  for  the  value  of  the  South  Western 
Railway  certificates,  and  then  for  the  difference  between  the 
dividend  received  on  this  proof  and  the  value  of  the  Cuba 
bonds.  The  value  of  the  latter  is  the  only  proveable 
debt ;  and  it  must  be  estimated  at  the  date  of  the  fiat,  the 
only  right  which  the  petitioner  has  being  that  of  having 
the  bonds  replaced,  as  in  the  ordinary  cases  of  loans  of 
stock. — Secondly f  with  regard  to  the  loan  of  the  28,200/. 
Cuba  bonds ;  since  the  petitioner  consented  to  take  the 
Cairo  bonds  as  a  security,  he  may  have  them  sold ;  but 

(a)  1  Esp.  315. 
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his  debt  most  be  estimated,  as  in  the  other  case,  at  the 
Tilae  of  the  Cuba  bonds  at  the  date  of  the  fiat. 

Mr.  Bethell,  in  reply.    The  proposition,  that  bailees 
are  not  responsible  for  losses  occasioned  by  the  crime  or 
mlence  of  third  partiesi  is  admitted,  but  does  not  apply 
here.     If  the  members  of  a  partnership  become  bailees, 
in  their  character  of  partners,  and  one  of  the  firm  destroys 
pirt  of  the  property  entrusted  to  the  partnership,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  other  partners  would  be  liable. 
It  is  a  partnership  transaction ;  the  members  of  the  firm 
agree  to  stand  in  the  relation  of  bailees  to  the  customer.  [Sir 
J.  Crass.  Can  the  circumstance  of  the  bankrupts  having 
been  partners  in  trade  make  any  difference  in  this  respect, 
or  did  the  custody  of  these  documents  form  part  of  the 
partnership  dealings ;  and  could  it  be  said,  that  the  firm 
had  any  lien  on  the  contents  of  their  customer's  boxes,  or 
aay  interest  in  the  custody  of  them?]    The  custody  is 
incident  to  their  trade.    One  of  the  four  co-bailees 
violates  the  contract  entered  into  by  the  firm,  who  are 
onable  to  fulfil  their  engagement,  not  by  any  act  ab  ex- 
temo,  but  by  the  conduct  of  one  of  the  co-bailees.    The 
principles  and  authority  advanced  on  the  other  side  have 
no  application  to  such  a  state  of  things  as  this.    [Sir  J. 
Cross.  The  difficulty  arises  firom  the  fact,  that  you  dealt 
with  John  Wright  separately,  and  you  permitted  him  to 
place  in  your  box  property,  as  a  security  in  which  there- 
fore both  you  and  he  were  thenceforth  interested ;  then 
one  of  the  parties  interested  in  this  property  removes  it, 
and  the  question  is,  whether  the  firm  were  bound  to  in- 
q[nire  if  the  removal  was  according  to  the  separate 
contract,  and  whether  they  can  now  be  held  responsible 
for  it.]    The  case  is  simply  one  of  a  breach  of  trust.    If 


1841. 

£x  parte 

£YftB. 
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1841.       stock  is  transferred  into  the  names  of  A.  B.  and  C,  to 


secure  money  due  to  me  from  A.^  that  would  not  prevent 
Eybe.        a.  B.  and  C.  from  being  responsible  either  jointly,  or 
severally,  as  I  thought  fit. 

Sir  John  Cross. — I  shall  take  time  to  consider  the 
judgment  to  be  given  in  this  case,  but  it  appears  to  me 
that  the  arguments  for  the  petitioner  have  proceeded  on 
a  wrong  assumption  of  a  matter  of  fact ;  I  do  not  think 
the  South  Western  Railway  certificates  were  deposited 
with  the  firm ;  they  were  placed  in  the  box  by  Wright 
alone,  in  respect  of  a  separate  dealing  between  him  and 
the  petitioner,  with  which  the  other  partners  had  no 
concern.  He,  who  deposited  them  in  the  box,  was  en- 
trusted with  the  key  to  take  them  out  again. 

Cur.  adv.  vulU 

Watminiur,  ^^^  ^^^  ^^Yi  ^^^  Honor  Called  the  attention  of  the 
^^v^^*  counsel  for  the  petition  to  the  authority  of  Utterson  v. 
Vernon  (a),  and  inquired  if  the  counsel  for  the  assignees 
admitted  that  any  demand  had  been  made  by  the  peti- 
tioner for  the  replacement  of  the  Cuba  bonds  prior  to 
the  bankruptcy ;  and,  on  the  counsel  for  the  assignees 
declining  to  make  any  such  admission,  his  Honor  de- 
sired that  the  case  might  be  re-argued,  and  especially 
with  reference  to  the  point  decided  in  Utterson  v.  Vernon. 

Serjeants'         ^^^  petition  Came  on  accordingly  on  this  day  for 
J«"f^'      argument. 

Mr.  Bethel,  and  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  petitioner.    Upon 
considering  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  and  compar- 

(a)  4T.R.670. 
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iDg  them  with  those  of  Utterson  v.  Vernon^  it  will  appear 
that  the  authority  of  that  case  does  not  apply  to  either 
branch  of  the  present  one.  First;  it  does  not  apply  to 
the  proof  arising  out  of  the  loan  of  the  25,000/.  Cuba 
bonds ;  for  the  debt,  which  the  petitioner  seeks  to  prove 
in  respect  of  that  transaction,  is  not  founded  on  the  loan 
of  the  bonds,  but  on  the  misappropriation  of  the  South 
Western  Railway  certificates,  substituted  in  their  stead, 
which  the  bankrupts  held  in  trust  for  the  petitioner. 
There  was  no  loan  or  contract  for  replacement  of  them ; 
bat  there  was  a  misapplication,  or  breach  of  trust,  which 
created  a  proveable  debt  at  the  very  moment  at  which  it 
took  place,  just  as  the  improper  selling  out  by  a  trustee 
of  part  of  a  trust-fund  would  do.  It  makes  no  differ- 
ence, that  those  railway  bonds  were  a  security  merely, 
or  that,  consequently,  one  of  the  bankrupts  had  an  in- 
terest in  them;  for  a  mortgagee  is  as  much  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  stock,  as  regards  such  a  question  as  this, 
18  if  he  were  the  absolute  owner.  This  branch  of 
the  case  is,  therefore,  not  governed  by  the  class  of 
authorities  to  which  Utterson  v.  Vernon  belongs,  and 
which  proceed  on  the  ground  that  no  contract  was 
broken  at  the  date  of  the  bankruptcy.  Nor  do  these 
authorities  apply  to  the  second  branch  of  the  case,  in 
which  the  contract  was,  to  replace  the  bonds  at  or  within 
the  expiration  of  three  months,  if  required.  The  import 
of  these  words  is,  perhaps,  rather  ambiguous ;  but  the 
more  probable  construction  of  them  appears  to  be,  that 
the  bankrupts  undertook  to  replace  the  bonds  at  all 
events  at  the  expiration  of  three  months,  but  within  that 
time  if  requested.  The  only  other  construction  of  which 
the  words  are  susceptible  is  one,  which  would  be  incon- 
sistent with  their  expressing  any  engagement  to  replace 


1841. 

£x  parte 
Eyre. 
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1841.  the  bonds  at  all  after  the  expiration  of  the  three  months. 
V^^^       Supposing  the  two  constructions  equally  probable,  the 

Eybi.  petitioner  has  the  right  of  choosing  between  them ;  and 
if  the  former  be  adopted,  the  case  would  fall  not  within 
the  authority  of  Utterson  v.  Vernon,  but  within  that  of 
Moses  y.  M^Farlane(a). 

Sir  John  Cross. — The  petitioner  has  shown  what 
was  the  construction  which  he  put  on  the  words,  by 
continuing  to  receive  the  dividends  after  the  expiration 
of  the  three  months,  when,  according  to  the  present 
argument,  the  bonds  would  have  been  torUously  re- 
tained. Does  the  memorandum  amount  to  more  than 
an  agreement  to  replace  generally,  with  a  special  con- 
tract to  replace  within  three  months  if  requested? 

Mr.  Stvanstonf  and  Mr.  Dixon,  for  the  assignees.  The 
first  branch  of  the  case  is  disposed  of  by  the  authority  of 
Utterson  v.  Vernon  ;  for  the  grounds,  on  which  the  peti- 
tioner tenders  his  proof  upon  the  South  Western  Railway 
certificates,  instead  of  the  Cuba  bonds,  were  shown  on  the 
former  argument  to  be  utterly  untenable.  And  it  is  now 
clear,  that  the  petitioners  cannot  have  any  right  of  proof 
against  the  separate  estate  of  John  Wright :  for,  if  the  pe- 
titioner elects  to  treat  the  last  substitution  as  a  tort,  it  can 
give  no  right  of  proof;  and  if,  on  the  other  hand,  he  affirms 
the  substitution,  he  must  be  in  the  same  situation  as  if  it 
had  not  taken  place,  and  depend  on  the  original  contract, 
which,  being  for  a  replacement  generally,  falls  within  the 
authority  of  Utterson  v.  Vernon.    The  second  branch  of 

(a)  2  Burr.  1010, 1011. 
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the  case  is  disposed  of  by  the  observations  which  have 
been  made  on  it  by  the  Court. 

Mr.  BeiheU,  in  reply. 

Cur.  ad.  rndt. 
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1841. 

Ex  parte 
Etbs. 


Sir  John  C&oss. — In  this  case,  Mr.  Eyre^  the  peti- 
tuMier,  had  various  dealings  and  transactions  withTTn^A^ 
k  Co.,  his  bankers,  and  also  vrith  John  Wright^  one  of 
the  partners  in  that  firm ;  and  it  appears  that  a  box 
was  kept  at  the  bank  for  the  exclusive  purpose  of  depo- 
siting Mr.  Eyre^g  securities ;  and  there  were  deposited 
in  that  box  certain  bonds  relating  to  a  railway  in  the 
island  of  Cuba,  puq>orting  to  be  of  the  value  of  upwards 
of  50,0002.,  and  bearing  interest  at  six  per  cent,  the 
property  of  the  petitioner.  In  the  month  of  September 
1838,  JohnWright  addressed  to  the  petitioner  the  fol- 
lowing letter :  [His  Honor  here  read  the  letter,  which 
has  been  already  stated  (a).] 

The  petitioner  acceded  to  this  proposal,  and  Wright 
thereupon  took  the  proposed  portion  of  the  bonds  out  of 
the  box,  and  placed  in  their  stead  the  proposed  certifi- 
cates of  the  South  Western  Railway  shares. 

Some  time  afterwards,  but  before  the  bankruptcy,  John 
Wright^  in  contravention  of  the  agreement,  withdrew  the 
South  Western  shares,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  peti- 
tioner, and  placed  in  lieu  of  them  certain  other  secu- 
rities of  less  value,  which  the  latter  now  retains. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  first  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  petitioner  has  a  proveable  debt,  in  respect  of  the 
loan  of  these  Cuba  bonds.  After  the  first  argument,  and 
while  this  case  stood  over  for  judgment,  it  appeared  to 


Itm  HaU, 
July  27. 


(a)  See  anU,  p.  ^. 
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1S*1-  me  necessary  to  call  the  attention  of  the  counsel  to  the 
Ex  parte  case  of  Utterson  v.  Vernon  (a),  decided  by  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  in  the  time  of  Lord  Kenyan,  and  which  I 
thought  had  an  important  bearing  upon  the  question 
arising  on  this  petition ;  and  I  desired  it  might  be  re-ar- 
gued with  reference  to  that  case,  which  had  been  entirely 
overlooked.  In  that  case,  10,000/.  government  stock  had 
been  lent  to  the  bankrupt,  upon  an  agreement  to  replace 
the  stock,  and  in  the  meantime  to  pay  the  usual  dividends; 
and  the  bankrupt  gave  an  assignment  of  a  ship  as  a  secu* 
rity,  which  was  to  be  returned  to  him  when  the  stock 
should  be  replaced.  But  no  time  was  actually  appointed 
for  that  purpose,  nor  was  the  bankrupt  ever  required  by  the 
lender  to  replace  the  stock  at  any  time  before  the  bank- 
ruptcy. The  Court  at  first  decided  that  the  lender  of  the 
stock  had  a  proveable  debt;  but,  that  decision  being 
unsatisfactory  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  ThurUnc,  he  de- 
sired it  might  be  reconsidered,  which  was  done  accord- 
ingly, and  then  the  Court  decided  it  was  not  a  proveable 
d^bt,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  breach  of  contract 
on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt  before  the  bankruptcy.  The 
case  Ex  parte  King  {b)  was  a  similar  case,  and  there 
Lord  Eldan  said,  ''It  has  often  been  determined  in 
bankruptcy,  that,  if  the  condition  is  broken,  you  may 
prove;  but  there  is  no  instance  of  admitting  the  proof, 
where  the  condition  was  not  previously  broken.**  And 
again,  in  Ex  parte  Campbell  {c),  where  a  bankrupt  on 
his  marriage  covenanted  with  trustees,  that,  when- 
ever afterwards  requested,  he  would  assign  to  them 
2000/.  stock ;  but  he  was  not  before  the  bankruptcy  re- 

(a)  4  T.  R.  670.  (6)  8  Ve«.  339. 

(c)  16  Ves.  244. 
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quested  to  assign  the  stock;  Lord  Eldon  said^  the  case  1841. 
of  Uttersan  v.  Vernon  is  decisive  against  the  claim,  if  no  eIT^ 
such  request  was  made.  E^^**- 

This,  then,  being  the  established  rule  of  law,  it  only 
remains  to  be  considered,  whether,  in  this  transaction 
respecting  the  Cuba  bonds,  there  was  in  fact  a  breach 
of  contract  before  the  bankruptcy.  Now  the  contract 
was,  that,  in  consideration  of  the  one  creditor  lending 
the  bonds,  the  other  undertook  to  place  simulta- 
neously the  railway  certificates  at  the  disposal  of  the 
lender,  until  the  bonds  should  be  restored.  But,  in- 
stead of  doing  so,  the  borrower  withdrew  the  railway 
certificates,  and  disposed  of  them  to  his  own  use.  I 
think  he  was  bound  at  the  same  time  to  replace  the 
bonds,  and  that,  not  having  so  done,  J.  Wright  thereby 
fiolated  his  engagement,  and  became  amenable  to  an 
action  at  law;  and,  this  having  occurred  before  the  bank- 
ruptcy, I  am  of  opinion  that  the  petitioner  is  entitled  to 
come  in  as  a  creditor  upon  the  separate  estate  of  J, 
Wright,  for  the  value  of  his  bonds  at  the  time  the  con- 
tract was  broken,— that  is,  when  the  railway  certificates 
were  with  drawn,  and  the  contract  thereby  rescinded.  With 
r^rd  to  the  securities  appropriated  to  the  petitioner  in 
lieu  of  those  certificates,  and  which  are  now  in  his  pos- 
session,— I  think  he  is  entitled  to  have  them  sold  for  his 
benefit,  in  the  usual  way,  as  required  by  his  petition. 
But,  with  regard  to  the  arrears  of  interest  on  these  Cuba 
bonds,  which  he  also  claims,  I  think  the  petitioner  is 
not  entitled  to  any  interest  that  may  have  accrued  after 
the  breach  of  contract. 

It  has  also  been  contended  on  behalf  of  the  petitioner, 
that,  inasmuch  as  his  box  of  securities  was  left  in  the 

VOL.  !!•  G 


82  CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

1841.       custody  of  the  firm,  the  whole  partnership  is  responsible 
^^"^^      jointly  and  severally  as  for  a  breach  of  trust,  in  conse^ 

EyRi.  quence  of  J.  Wright  having  withdrawn  the  railway  cer- 
tificates without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  Mr,  JEt/re. 
But  on  this  point  I  am  of  opinion,  that  as  the  transaction 
was  entirely  between  Eyre  and  Wright  alone,  and  that 
as  those  securities  were  so  withdrawn,  as  far  as  appears, 
without  the  knowledge  or  privity  of  the  other  partners, 
and  that  they  do  not  appear  to  have  derived  any  benefit 
or  advantage  therefrom,  I  am  of  opinion  they  are  in  no 
respect  liable  for  any  loss  in  this  transaction. 

Having  now  disposed  of  this  first  branch  of  the  peti- 
tion, I  come  to  the  second,  namely,  the  subsequent  loan 
to  the  firm  of  the  residue  of  the  petitioner's  Cuba  bonds, 
purporting  to  be  of  the  value  of  ^,000/.  Between  these 
two  loans  there  appears  to  be  an  essential  difference.  In 
the  course  of  the  next  year  John  Wright  addressed  an- 
other letter  to  the  petitioner,  containing  a  similar  request 
to  the  former,  in  the  following  terms : — 

'<  HenrietU  Street,  19tli  Nov.  1899. 
"  My  dear  Sir, 
''  On  the  20th  September  1838,  you  lent  me  25fiOOL 
Cuba  bonds,  to  secure  the  replacement  of  which  I  made 
over  to  you  429  certificates  of  shares  in  the  London  and 
South  Western  Railway  Company.  I  expect  to  be  able 
to  •replace  the  above  Cuba  bonds  in  March  or  Aprif 
1840.  In  respect  of  28,200i.  Cuba  bonds,  which  I  bor- 
row from  you  this  day  on  account  of  the  house,  we 
deposit  as  a  security  33,000/.  Norris  Town  and  Valley 
Railway  bonds.  And  we  hereby  engage  to  replace  the 
said  Cuba  bonds  at  or  within  the  expiration  of  three 
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months  from  this  date^  if  you  should  require  us  to  do        1841. 


so. 

£z  parte 

The  securities  here  mentioned  were,  accordingly,  with  Eybe. 
the  consent  of  Mr.  Eyre^  duly  exchanged,  and  so  re- 
mained to  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  the  firm  having 
till  then  continued  to  credit  him  with  the  interest  on 
these  bonds  as  before,  and  he  not  having  required  them 
to  be  replaced ;  but  it  has  been  contended,  that,  by  the 
terms  of  the  second  letter,  these  bonds  were  to  be  re- 
placed within  three  months,  and  that  time  having  elapsed, 
the  contract  to  replace  them  was  then  broken.  The 
terms  are  somewhat  equivocal ;  but  whichever  way  they 
may  be  construed,  this  is  clear,  that  the  replacing  of 
the  bonds  was  deferred  by  mutual  consent  till  after  the 
bankruptcy,  and  there  was  consequendy  no  antecedent 
breach  of  contract  in  that  respect.  I  am  therefore  of 
O[miion,  for  the  same  reason  that  the  other  debt  is 
]voveable,  that  this  is  not;  and  the  consequence  is,  that 
I  cannot  regularly  direct  the  securities  held  in  lieu  there- 
of to  be  sold ;  but  I  think  the  holder  is  entitled  to  the 
fiill  benefit  of  them,  in  satisfaction  of  this  debt,  which, 
it  is  to  be  hoped,  are  of  adequate  value,  as  Mr.  Eyre 
seems  to  have  so  considered  them  at  the  time  of  the  ex- 
change. I  am  of  opinion,  however,  that  the  arrears 
of  interest  on  these  bonds  constitute  a  proveable  debt, 
amounting,  it  appears,  to  the  sum  of  477/. 


g2 
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^^"^^       Ex  parte  Eyre.— In  the  matter  of  Anthony  George 
Westminster,  Wright  Biddulph  and  Others. 

November  15. 

A  petition  to      THIS  was  another  petition  by  the  same  petitioner  for 

rebetr  will  not  ,        .  «    ,      ,  «  i    i    i      i 

be  dismissed,     a  relieanng  of  the  last  case,  so  far  as  regarded  the  loan 

Order  on  the      of  the  28^300/.  Cuba  bonds  to  the  partnership ;  and,  af^er 

baTnot  b^n^    detailing  the  allegations  of  the  former  petition,  including 

^T^tion      that,  whereby   the   Norris  Town  and  Valley  Railway 

artion^in'such  a  ^onds  were  alleged  to  have  been  removed,  and  the  Cairo 

an  a'"n?to"'^^^  bonds  substituted,  at  the  request  of  the  bankrupts,  it  set 

on  the  part  of     out  the  affidavit  of  the  petitioner  in  support  of  the  previous 

batthealWa-    petition;  the  passage  of  the  affidavit  corresponding  to 

tion,froQiwnicb 

tbe  inference      the  above  allegation  being  to  the  following  effect : — That 

contained  in  the  the  Norris  Town  and  Valley  Railway  bonds  were,  on  or 

davit^n  sopport  about  the  27th  of  February  1840,  exchanged  by  the 

An Oftfer having  Copartnership  for  Cairo  City  and  Canal  bonds  of  the 

peiWorTofVe*     ^^^  amount,  and  that  the  Cairo  City  and  Canal  bonds 

wound^o^'suT*    ^^^®  accordingly  deposited  in  the  petitioner's  box,  in 

P"*^'  *  ffid^''^  '*®"  ^f  ^^^  Norris  Town  and  Valley  Railway  bonds ;  and 

Uiat  no  assent     that,  to  the  best  of  his  recollection  and  belief,  no  further 
had  been  given, 

and  that  the       communication  took  place  between  the  bankers,  or  any 
allegation  in  the      .   ,  ,,.        ,«     ,     .  ,.        .,  ..  mi 

petition  had       of  them,  and  himself  relative  to  his  said  securities.     The 
been  only  stif-  ...  .    .  ,  ,       . 

fered  to  remain    present  petition  then  proceeded  to  state,  that  at  the  time 

cam  it  was' not  ^^  ^^^  former  petition  being  prepared,  it  was  not  con- 

any*qw!sHo^n  **   s^ered  that  there  existed  any  serious  question  as  to  the 

uTOnV'was       "8^'  ^^  ^'^®  petitioner  to  prove  in  respect  of  the  value 

^**^Conrt  ^^  ^^^®  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  53,200/.  Cuba  bonds,  the  petition 

the**  n^'  ^*^      having  for  its  object  principally  to  obtain  the  necessary 

amounted  to  an  order  for  the  sale  of  the  securities,  and  the  application 

assent,  on  the  '  rr 

footing  of  which,  of  the  proceeds  in  satisfaction  of  the  petitioner's  debt; 

the  order  was 

made.  that,  at  the  hearing  of  the  former  petition,  no  question 

was  raised  on  the  part  of  the  assignees,  as  to  the  right  of 
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the  petitioner  to  prove  in  respect  of  the  value  of  the 
whole  of  the  53,200/.  Cuba  bonds ;  the  question  argued 
being,  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  petitioner 
was  entitled  to  prove  against  the  joint  estate ;  and  that  it 
was  not  until  the  attention  of  parties  had  been  called  by 
the  Court  to  the  circumstances  respecting  the  petitioner's 
knowledge  of  the  removal  of  the  Norris  Town  and  Val- 
ley Railway  bonds,  that  those  circumstances  were  consi- 
dered by  either  party  to  be  material ;  that  the  petitioner 
conceived  that  if  the  facts  and  circumstances  relating 
to  the  removal  of  the  Norris  Town  and  Valley  Railway 
bonds  had  been  accurately  stated  in  the  original  peti- 
tion, the  Court  would  have  considered  that  the  same 
principle  applied  to  the  loan  of  the  28^2001.  Cuba 
bonds,  as  had  formed  the  ground  of  the  Court's  decision 
with  regard  to  the  25,000/.  Cuba  bonds ;  the  fact  being 
that  the  Norris  Town  and  Valley  Railway  shares  had 
been  removed  from  the  box,  and  the  Cairo  City  and 
Canal  shares  substituted  in  their  place,  without  the  con- 
tent, privity  or  knowledge  of  the  petitioner,  and  with- 
out any  previous  application  to  him  on  the  subject ;  but 
that  no  importance  had  been  attached  by  the  petitioner, 
or  his  advisers,  when  the  petition  was  prepared,  to  the 
fiurts  and  circumstances  relating  to  such  removal  and 
substitution,  save  that  the  same  were  without  the  consent 
of  the  petitioner.  The  petition  also  stated,  that  the 
judgment  pronounced  by  the  Court  had  not  been  drawn 
up;  but  that  the  petitioner  conceived  that  the  Court 
would  nevertheless  hear  the  present  petition,  without 
waiting  until  the  order  was  drawn  up,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case;  and  the  prayer  was,  that  the  original 
petition  might  be  reheard,  upon  the  supplemental  matter 
contained  in  the  present  petition  with  respect  to  the 


1841. 

£x  parte 
Eyri. 
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1841.        matter  of  the  28,200Z.  Cuba  bonds ;  and  that  the  former 
^'^      judgment,  and  the  order  thereupon,  might  be  varied  ac- 

Eyre.  cordingly ;  and  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  peti- 
tioner was  entitled  to  prove  against  the  joint  estate  the 
value  of  the  said  28,0001.  Cuba  bonds,  in  like  manner  as 
in  respect  of  the  25,000/.  Cuba  bonds,  against  the  sepa- 
rate estate  of  John  Wright,  or  in  such  other  manner,  or 
to  establish  such  other  proofs  on  that  behalf  as  he  may 
under  the  circumstances  be  deemed  entitled  to. 

The  petition  was  supported  by  an  affidavit  of  the 
petitioner,  which  was  an  echo  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  petition. 

Mn  Dixon,  and  Mr.  Hislop  Clarke,  for  the  assignees. 
This  is  not  a  proper  case  for  a  rehearing;  it  is  not 
pretended  that  the  alleged  supplemental  matter  consists 
of  any  facts,  which  were  not  known  to  the  petitioner  at 
the  time  of  the  original  hearing.  The  greatest  incon- 
venience would  arise,  if  a  party  were  allowed  a  rehearing, 
because  he  after  the  decision  thinks  of  some  circum- 
stance which  would  have  improved  his  case,  according  to 
the  view  taken  of  it  by  the  Court.  Besides,  the  petition 
cannot  be  reheard,  the  original  order  not  being  yet 
drawn  up ;  Ex  parte  Jenkins  (a).  Therefore,  indepen- 
dently of  the  particular  facts  now  stated,  the  petition 
must  be  dismissed.  [Sir  John  Cross.  I  think  the  Court 
cannot  resist  the  application  to  rehear,  upon  the  evidence 
now  tendered.]  Then,  with  regard  to  the  nature  of  that 
evidence,  it  amounts  to  a  contradiction  of  the  case  made 
by  the  original  petition,  and  there  is  no  instance  in 
which  a  party  has  been  allowed  on  a  rehearing  entirely 

(a)  1  D.  &  C.  222. 
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(0  change  the  nature  of  his  case.  The  very  forms  of 
proceeding  are  sufficient  to  show  that  this  is  impossible ; 
for  the  Order  must  be  made  upon  the  original^  as  well  as 
the  present,  petition ;  that  is  to  say,  upon  a  petition  con- 
taiaing  a  statement  inconsistent  with  the  Order  now 
proposed  to  be  made  upon  it.  An  admission  in  an 
answer  in  Chancery  could  never  be  neutralized  by  a 
denial  in  a  fiirther  answer. 


1841. 

£z  parte 
Eyre. 


Mr.  AnderdoUf  in  reply.  No  such  inconsistency 
would  exist,  as  is  alleged ;  for  there  is  no  allegation  in 
the  original  petition,  to  the  effect  that  the  petitioner 
assented  to  the  removal  of  the  bonds ;  all  that  is  there 
said  being,  that  the  removal  and  substitution  were  made 
at  the  request  of  the  bankrupts.  Even  if  the  petitioner 
had  acquiesced,  it  would  be  an  acquiescence  made  in 
ignorance  of  his  rights,  and  would  not  bind  him. 


Sur  John  Cross. — The  merits  of  the  question  raised 

by  the  original  petition  in  this  case  turned  upon  one  of 

the  nicest  balances  of  jurisprudence.    A  similar  question 

was  referred  by  Lord  Thurhw  to  the  Court  of  King's 

Bench  for  its  opinion ;  and  the  judges  of  that  Court 

having,  after  solemn  argument,  decided  the  question  in 

one  way  which  was  not  satisfactory  to  the  Lord  Chancellor, 

reversed  their  decision  upon  his  sending  it  back  to  them 

for  reconsideration.     I  felt  it  to  be  my  duty  to  consider 

this  case  with  reference  to  that  judgment,  and  I  took  the 

utmost  care  to  make  my  decision  conformable  to  the 

opinion  which  the  judges  there  ultimately  pronounced. 

It  appears,  that  the  petitioner  had  securities  in  a  box 

which  was  in  the  custody  of  the  bankrupts,  and  that 

these  securities  were  exchanged  for  others,  without  (as  it 
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1841.        's  now  said)  the  consent  of  the  petitioner.     He  might, 
^^^^^        however,  consent  subsequently  to  the  exchange.     It  is 

Ex  parte 

Ktre.  said,  he  never  did  so  before  the  bankruptcy;  suppose  he 
did  not ;  still,  when  the  matter  came  before  this  Court  on 
the  former  occasion,  he  expressed  no  objection  to  the 
exchange ;  and,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  con- 
ti'ary,  the  Court  had  a  right  to  presume  that  it  was  made 
for  his  benefit,  and  that  he  concurred  in  it.  But  the 
case  goes  further  than  this;  for  in  the  very  petition 
which  he  then  presented  there  is  a  statement,  that  the 
exchange  was  made  at  the  request  of  the  partners, 
necessarily  implying  therefore,  if  not  in  terms  stating, 
an  assent  on  his  part.  To  this  petition  he  affixes  his 
signature,  but  does  not  think  it  convenient,  having  re- 
gard to  the  actual  fact,  to  follow  in  his  affidavit  the  pas- 
sage in  the  petition  to  which  I  have  referred.  The 
assignees,  however,  have  acted,  as  they  were  justified  in 
doing,  upon  the  statement  in  the  petition;  and  now  the 
petitioner  comes  here,  not  to  correct  a  misstatement,  but 
to  retract  the  assent  which  he  had  given.  It  appears  to 
me,  that  he  is  estopped  from  so  doing ;  but  it  is  suffi- 
cient, that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  proceeded  upon  the 
footing  of  his  having  assented,  to  prevent  him  from  now 
having  the  case  reheard.  The  petition  of  rehearing 
must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


Wutmintter,  Ex  parte  Drew^. — In  the  matter  of  Drewt. 

May  24. 

Time  for  open-    IHIS  was  the  petition  of  the  bankrupt,  praying  that 
lareed!  on^peti-  the  time  of  Opening  the  fiat  might  be  enlarged,  for  the 

tion  of  bankrupt, 

to  facilitate  a  composition  by  meani  of  a  trust  deed. 
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purpose  of  affording  time  for  the  arrangement  of  the        i84]. 
bankrupt's  affairs  by  means  of  a  trust  deed. 


Mr.  Swanston^  in  support  of  the  petition.  Although 
in  one  or  two  late,  cases  applications  of  this  kind  have 
been  unsuccessful  (a),  yet  formerly,  if  the  petitioning 
creditor  consented,  the  order  used  to  be  made,  unless 
there  appeared  some  special  grounds  for  refusing  it. 
The  only  mischief,  which  Lord  Eldon  apprehended  in 
acceding  to  applications  like  this,  was  the  prejudice  which 
the  bankrupt  would  be  exposed  to,  if  a  creditor  were  per- 
mitted to  use  a  fiat  as  a  means  of  driving  the  bankrupt 
into  the  creditor's  own  terms.  That  objection  does  not 
apply  to  this  petition,  it  being  presented  by  the  bankrupt 
himself. 

Sir  John  Cross. — This  is  the  application  of  the  bank- 
nipt,  who  takes  upon  himself  to  inform  the  Court,  that 
some  of  his  creditors,  including  the  petitioning  creditor, 
have  entered  into  an  arrangement  for  the  execution  of  a 
trust  deed.  But  how  can  the  bankrupt  execute  a  valid 
trust  deed,  if  he  has  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  ? 
The  creditors  are  not  represented  here ;  and  even  if  the 
petitioning  creditor  consented,  the  Court  roust  protect 
the  interests  of  the  otiier  creditors.  The  Court  is  pro- 
perly jealous  of  compromises  between  the  petitioning 
creditor  and  the  bankrupt. 

No  Order  made. 

(a)  See  Ex  parte  DoughUn,  Moot  &  Bli.  264 ;  1  D.  &  C.  Ill  ;  Jn  the 
matur  of  Moody,  2  D.  &  C.  210 ;  Ex  parte  Stirk,  3  M.  &  A.  209 ;  2  Dea. 
328 ;  Ex  parts  Cattle,  Moot.  &  Ch.  655. 


Ex  parte 
Drew. 
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Ex  parte  Joseph  Bowman  and  another. — In  the  matter 
^"^hIu  ^^  Edward  Skillman  and  Ashley  Cooper  Keiler. 

May  24, 1841.    _ 

Attendance  of     1  HIS  was  the  petition  of  the  petitioning  creditors, 
the  opening  of    Playing  that  their  attendance,  and  that  of  the  witness 
tbe'act  o?bank-  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  prove  the  act  of  bankruptcy  (a),  might  be 
1*2*^2  Vicu      dispensed  with  at  the  opening  of  the  fiat;  the  act  of 
dis^^  Med  with    ^^'^'^^"P^y  heing  the  omission  to  payor  give  security 
for  the  petitioning  creditors'  debt,  aAer  the  service  of 
notice  pursuant  to  1  &.  2  Vict.  c.  1 10,  s.  8 ;  and  the  evi- 
dence intended  to  be  adduced  being  that  contained  in 
two  proposed  depositions,  which  were  set  out  in  the 
petition. 

The  first  of  these  was  a  deposition  of  Joseph  Bow* 
man,  one  of  the  petitioning  creditors,  which,  after 
deposing  to  the  existence  of  the  petitioning  creditors* 
debt,  went  on  to  state,  that  the  deponent  did,  on  the 
8th  of  April  last,  make  an  affidavit  of  the  debt  to  the 
e£fect  thereinbefore  stated,  and  that  such  affidavit  was 
duly  sworn  and  filed  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  on  that 
day ;  that  on  or  about  the  10th  of  April,  the  deponent 
caused  a  notice  signed  by  him,  requesting  payment  of 
or  a  security  for  his  debt,  to  be  served  on  the  bankrupts, 
pursuant  to  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  providedi 
and  that  the  bankrupts  had  not  compounded  for  the  said 
debt.  The  other  proposed  deposition  was  that  of  one 
Henry  Prosser,  to  the  effect  that,  on  the  18th  of  May, 
the  deponent  had  duly  made  search  in  the  proper  office 
of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  that  no  bond  or  obli- 
gation had  been  entered  and  filed  in  that  Court,  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  bankrupts,  as  required  by  the  statute,  and 
in  pursuance  of  the  notice  given  and  the  afiidavit  made 

(a)  See  Ex  pane  Rotoe,  2  Ro.  339. 
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hjJoi^h  Bowman;  that  the  notice  and  the  duplicate 
thereof  were  respectively  signed  by  Joseph  Bovman  on 
the  day  of  the  date  thereof,  in  the  presence  of  the  depo- 
nent ;  and  that  office  copies  of  the  notice  and  affidavit 
were  annexed  to  that  deposition.  The  petition  stated, 
tbat  it  would  be  extremely  inconvenient  for  the  peti- 
tioners to  leave  their  business,  and  go  to  Hythe,  where 
the  fiat  was  to  be  opened ;  and  the  prayer  was,  that  the 
attendance  of  the  persons  who  had  made  these  depo- 
ntions  might  be  dispensed  with ;  that  the  deposition  of 
Jcteph  Bowman  might  be  received  as  sufficient  evidence 
of  the  petitioning  creditors'  debt,  the  office  copy  of  the 
petitioning  creditor's  affidavit  be  admitted  by  the  Com- 
nissioners,  as  sufficient  evidence  of  the  affidavit  being 
10  made  and  filed  as  was  stated  in  the  deposition;  and 
that  the  other  proposed  deposition  might  be  admitted 
u  sufficient  evidence  that  no  bond  had  been  entered  or 
filed  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  by  the  bankrupts,  as 
reqmred  by  the  statute. 


1841. 


Ex  parte 
Bowman 

and  another. 


Mr.  Kenyon  Parker  for  the  petition. 


The  Court  made  an  Order  in  the  following  form : 
<'  That  the  Commissioners  acting  in  the  execution 
of  the  said  fiat,  be  at  liberty  to  receive  as  evidence 
of  the  petitioning  creditors'  debt,  on  opening  the 
said  fiat,  an  office  copy  of  the  affidavit  as  to  the  debt 
of  the  said  petitioning  creditors,  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  Lord  Chancellor's  Secretary  of  Bankrupts,  at 
the  time  of  striking  the  docket  on  which  such  fiat 
issued,  or  such  further  evidence  by  affidavit  as  the 
sud  Commissioners  shall  think  fit  to  require;  and 
tbat  the  personal  attendance  of  the  said  petitioners 
as  soch  petitioning  creators,  and  of  the  said  JTeitry 
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Ex  parte 

Bowman 

and  another. 


ProsseTf  before  the  Commissioners  on  opening  the 
said  iiat^  may  be  dispensed  with.  And  it  is  ordered 
that  the  said  Commissioners  be  also  at  liberty  to 
receive^  on  opening  the  said  fiat,  an  ofiice  copy  of 
the  afiidavit  of  the  said  petitioner,  Joseph  Bowman^ 
so  filed  in  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  on  the  8th 
day  of  April  last,  as  good  and  sufficient  evidence 
of  such  affidavit  having  been  so  made  and  filed; 
and  that  in  like  manner  the  said  Commissioners 
be  at  liberty  to  receive  and  admit,  as  good  and 
sufficient  evidence,  the  deposition  of  the  said 
Henry  William  Prasser  that  no  bond  hath  been 
entered  or  filed  with  the  said  Court  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  said  Edward  Skillman  and  Ashley 
Cooper  Keiler,  as  required  by  the  said  statute,  and 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  notice  so  given  to  them 
by  the  said  petitioner,  Joseph  Bowman." 


Ex  parte  Charles  Gregory. — In  the  matter  of 
Thomas  Saunders  Cave. 
Wenmitttur  ^*  P*'*'®  RusHBROOKE.— In  the  Same  matter. 

May2S.'     ^^ 

Vfhtett  the  1  HIS  was  the  petition  of  two  persons  claiming  to  be 
eairied  on  ba-  Creditors  of  the  bankrupt,  praying  that  the  fiat  might  be 
2^Jhich  was  transferred  to  one  of  the  Commissioners  of  the  Court 
^amidl^h^i^  ^^  Bankruptcy,  in  London ;  or  that  it  might  be  im- 
bera  also  eo-      pounded,  and  a  renewed  fiat  issued  to  a  London  Com- 

gaged  10  mining  ^  ' 

r^^'^T^f^  missioner;  or  else  that  it  might  be  annulled,  and  a  new 
bad  been  aabae-  fiat  issued  to  a  London  Commissioner;  and  that  the  costs 

({vently  living 

witb  a  relation    of  the  application  might  be  paid  by  Elizabeth  Lindley 

near  Dover 

nnder  a  feigned    Bowen> 

name*  a  fiat  that 

bad  been  mntd       The  petition  stated,  that  the  bankrupt,  fi-om  the  year 

toCoounb- 

aaooen  at  Dover  was  oideted  to  be  impoonded,  and  tbe  proceedings  under  it  traniforred  to  the 

Conrt  of  Baakniplcj  in  London,  to  which  a  renewed  nat  was  oraered  to  be  issued. 
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1896,  was  engaged  in  a  mining  speculation  in  Cornwall^        1841. 

but  also  carried  on  the  business  of  a  merchant^  residing       ETparte 

principally  in  London^  first  at  Thomas's  Hotel  in  Berke-      G»«ooRTr. 

ley  Square,  and  afterwards  in  Park  Lane  near  Grosvenor    Rushbrookb. 

Gate ;  and  that,  whilst  residing  at  the  last  place,  he 

became  indebted  to  the  petitioner  in  tlie  sum  of  ISO/. 

Ifif.  6d.  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.     That  during 

some  part  of  this  time,  however,  he  had  a  counting-house 

in  Bread  Street,  Cheapside,  and  had  also  a  residence 

ind  some  place  of  business  in  the  county  of  Cornwall, 

where  he  carried  on  his  other  dealings.     In  December 

1840,  it  was  discovered  that  the  bankrupt  was  residing 

at  Walmer  in  the  county  of  Kent  with  Mrs.  Elizabeth 

Undley  Bawen,  his  wife's  aunt,  under  the  feigned  name 

of  71  S.  Brown.    On  the  1st  January  1841  the  bank« 

nipt  was  arrested  at  Walmer,  at  the  suit  of  an  execution 

creditor,  and  lodged  in  Dover  Castle. 

On  the  9th  February  1841  a  fiat  was  issued  against 
the  bankrupt  by  Mrs.  Bowen^  as  the  petitioning  creditor, 
directed  to  Commissioners  for  the  Eastern  Division  of 
the  county  of  Kent,  describing  him  as  "  of  Walmer  in 
the  county  of  Kent,  and  formerly  of  Thomas's  Hotel, 
Berkeley  Square,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  of 
Ludgwan  in  the  county  of  Cornwall,  but  then  a  prisoner 
for  debt  in  the  gaol  of  Dover  Castle,  merchant,  dealer, 
and  chapman." 

The  petition  alleged,  that  all  the  property  which  had 
been  discovered  to  belong  to  the  bankrupt  was  situate  in 
Cornwall,  with  the  exception  of  a  small  portion  near 
London;  and  that,  with  the  exception  of  a  few  creditors 
resident  in  Cornwall,  and  the  execution  creditor  who 
resided  at  Paris,  a  large  proportion  of  the  bankrupt's 
creditors,  except  the  shareholders  in  the  mines,  were 
resident  in  London ;  the  others  residing  in  various  parts 
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1841.        of  England  and  Scotland ;  and  that  none  of  the  creditors 

^^^^^^      were  resident  at  Dover,  nor  had  the  bankrupt  any  deal- 

Griooby.     iugg  QY  business  at  that  place. 

EvtBMoou.       Assignees  had  been  chosen  under  the  fiat,  of  whom 

one  was  a  clerk  in  an  attorney's  office;  and  the  last 

examination  of  the  bankrupt  had  been  adjourned  to  the 

29th  May  instant. 

It  was  alleged,  that  the  bankrupt  had  since  the  year 
1886  been  engaged  in  very  extensive  dealings  to  the 
amount  of  several  hundreds  of  thousands  of  pounds;  and 
that  it  was  expedient,  therefore,  in  order  that  the  parti- 
culars of  the  estate  might  be  ascertained,  and  the  same 
properly  administered,  that  his  dealings  and  transactions 
should  be  minutely  investigated.  That  the  assignees 
were  resident  at  considerable  distances  firom  Dover,  and 
could  not  discharge  their  duties,  without  great  expense 
in  travelling  to  and  from  Dover,  and  therefore  that  it 
was  highly  expedient  that  the  fiat  should  be  worked  in 
London.  That  the  bankrupt's  books  and  papers  were 
in  the  hands  of  two  dififerent  persons  in  London,  who 
claimed  to  have  liens  thereon,  and  that  the  production 
of  them  could  not  be  procured,  without  the  expense  ot 
those  parties  travelling  with  them  to  Dover,  as  often  as 
it  might  be  necessary  to  inspect  them. 

It  appeared  that  another  petition  for  the  same  object 
as  the  present  one  had  been  presented  by  six  other  cre- 
ditors of  the  bankrupt,  but  had  afterwards  been  with- 
drawn, as  the  petitioner  alleged,  by  the  intervention  of 
the  bankrupt,  and  with  the  view  of  enabling  him  to  pass 
his  last  examination  at  Dover,  in  the  absence  of  those 
creditors  who  would  strictly  examine  him  and  ascertam 
the  true  state  of  his  affidrs. 

The  petition  further  allegedj  that  the  proceedings 
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vhich  had  hitherto  taken  place  under  the  fiat  had  been       i84i. 
managed  and  conducted  principally  by  the  fiienda  and       ^'^^^^^ 

£z  parte 

agents  of  the  bankrupt,  or  by  such  of  his  creditors  as     Gbuoby. 

bad  been  induced  to  assist  him  in  getting  thereby  relieved    r^^JI^kb. 

from  his  debts;  and  that,  unless  the  proceedings  under 

the  fiat  should  be  remoyed  to  London,  the  bankrupt, 

and  the  petitioning  creditor  who  was  his  instrument, 

would  be  enabled  to  defeat  the  just  object  of  the  fiat,  to 

the  injury  of  the  general  creditors  and  in  abuse  of  the 

process  of  the  Court.    No  sale,  or  contract  for  sale,  of 

any  part  of  the  bankrupt's  estate  had  yet  been  made  by 

the  assignees. 

Mr.  BethM^  and  Mr.  Bomilfy,  appeared  in  support  of 
the  petition. 

Mr.  Swan^an,  and  Mr.  /.  JRusiett,  for  the  assignees. 
The  present  petitioners  are  persons  whose  claims  haye 
been  rejected  by  the  Commissioners.  That  of  Colonel 
Ruskbroohe  was  rejected,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  a 
partner  with  the  bankrupt.  There  are  no  precedents  for 
such  an  application  as  this,  after  the  choice  of  assignees. 
[Sir  John  Crass.  In  Ex  parte  Waring  {a)  a  commission 
was  ordered  to  be  transferred  from  Birmingham  to  Bris- 
tol, after  the  choice  of  assignees.]  Part  of  the  prayer 
of  the  present  petition  is,  that  the  fiat  should  be  super- 
seded. Now,  in  Ex  parte  Fellows  {b),  the  Vice-Chan- 
edlor  said  that  there  was  no  instance  of  superseding  a 
commission  merely  for  the  conyenience  of  creditors,  and 

(a)  Mont.  216. 

(b)  2  If  add.  141.  In  £s  parU  Johtum,  1  Deac.  &  C.  221,  where  all 
tlte  creditors  liTed  in  London,  except  two,  a  country  commission  which  had 
israed,  was  ordered  to  be  impounded^  and  a  fiat  was  directed  to  a  London 
Commisfioner. 


96  CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY, 

1841.        he  refused  in  that,  case  to  supersede,  although  the  ground 
"^^^^       of  the  application  was,  that  the  commission  was  issued 

Ex  parte  '^'^ 

Gregory,  to  a  place  where  there  were  only  two  creditors,  and 
R^BRooKi.  which  was  distant  200  miles  from  the  great  body  of  the 
creditors.  There  are  persons  claiming  to  be  creditors 
to  the  amount  of  70,000/.,  who  reside  in  the  county  of 
Kent.  If  the  petitioners  had  any  just  grounds  for  pre- 
senting  this  petition,  they  ought  to  have  applied  before, 
but  they  have  not  come  here  until  they  have  tried  every 
other  scheme  to  have  their  claims  admitted.  The  peti- 
tioning creditor  swears,  that  she  was  no  shareholder  in 
the  mining  speculation  of  the  bankrupt,  and  that  she  was 
in  no  respects  acting  in  collusion  with  him,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  evading  or  eluding  the  process  of  the  Court. 
Ex  parte  Waring  {a)  was  no  authority  for  such  a  case  as 
this.  [Sir  John  Cross.  The  question  here  is,  not  one  of 
cases,  but  depends  on  the  contruction  of  the  act  of  par- 
liament.] The  act  of  parliament  (ft)  only  authorizes  the 
Court  to  issue  a  renewed  fiat,  where,  by  reason  of  the 
death  of  Commissioners,  or  for  any  other  cause,  it  be- 
comes necessary ;  the  Court  is  not  authorized  to  do  so, 
merely  on  the  ground  of  expediency  or  inconvenience. 
The  prayer  of  this  petition  cannot  be  supported,  except 
on  the  ground  of  the  fiat  having  been  improperly  worked. 
[Sir  John  Cross.  The  Court  must  be  guided  not  so  much 
from  the  details  of  the  past,  as  what  will  be  best  to  be 
done  in  future.]  It  is  only  from  the  past,  that  the  Court 
can  judge  what  ought  to  take  place  in  future.  There 
ought  to  have  been  no  delay  in  such  an  application  as 
this— the  petitioners  ought  to  have  come  promptly  to 
the  Court,  instead  of  waiting  from  February  till  May. 

(a)  Moat.  216.  (6)  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  i.  26. 
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Mr.  Andetdanf  for  the  petitioning  creditor.  There 
ought  to  be  no  transfer  of  the  proceedings  to  another 
Commissioner,  after  the  choice  of  assignees;  and  the 
petitioners  want  to  effect  this  object  through  the  medium 
of  a  renewed  fiat.  In  Ex  parte  Kirby(a)  a  renewed 
commission  was  ordered  to  be  issued  to  London  Com- 
missiotiers,  where  the  original  commission  had  been 
worked  at  Brighton ;  but  this  was  only  because  such  a 
proceeding  became  necessary  from  the  improper  conduct 
of  the  commissioners.  The  Court  cannot,  under  the 
86th  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  order  a  fiat  to  be 
renewed,  except  in  a  case  of  inevitable  necessity. 


1841. 

"^^^^ 
£z  parte 
Gregory. 

£x  parte 

RUSHBSOOKI. 


Mr.  BetheUy  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 


Sir  John  Cross. — It  appears  to  me,  as  far  as  I  can 
judge  from  the  facts  before  the  Court,  that  this  fiat  has 
been  issued  by  the  procurement  of  the  bankrupt  himself, 
aod  the  place  for  its  execution  to  have  been  also  chosen 
by  himself.  If  the  solicitor  who  sued  out  the  fiat  had 
acted  properly,  he  would  have  had  the  fiat  directed  to 
the  place  which  was  the  last  domicile  of  the  bankrupt; 
and  this  place  appears  to  haye  been  Bread  Street,  in  the 
city  of  London.  Instead  of  doing  this,  however,  the 
solicitor  sues  out  a  fiat  directed  to  the  place  where  the 
bankrupt  was  accidentally  found,  and  where  he  was  living 
under  a  false  name.  I  might  perhaps  have  had  some 
doubt,  whether  the  assignees  and  the  petitioning  creditor 
had  not. been  acting  hon&  fide,  if  so  much  zeal  had  not 
been  shown  by  them  in  opposing  this  petition,  set  on, 
too,  as  it  would  appear,  by  the  solicitor  who  was  origin 
nally  employed  by  the  bankrupt.     For  these  reasons, 

(a)  Mont.  &  M.  405. 
VOL.  11.  H 
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1841.       as  well  as  for  the  more  convenient  ezecudon  of  the  fiat, 
£z  arte      ^"^  ^^  ^^^^  expense  to  parties  who  may  be  obliged  to 
Greoohy.     travel  to  and  from  Dover  during  the  progress  of  the 
RvsuMMOKM.   working  of  the  fiat,  it  seems  to  me  desirable  that  the  fiat 
should  be  worked  in  London.    I  am  of  opinion^  there- 
fore^ that  a  renewed  fiat  should  be  issued  to  a  London 
Commissioner,  and  that  all  the  proceedings  under  the 
present  fiat  should  be  transferred  to  him.    As  to  the 
question  of  costs,  I  think  all  parties  should  have  their 
costs  out  of  the  estate;  but  before  I  allow  the  petitioning 
creditor  her  costs,  I  must  be  satisfied,  upon  her  affidavit, 
that  she  opposed  the  petition  at  her  own  expense,  and 
that  she  was  not  a  mere  tool  in  the  hands  of  the  bank- 
rupt's solicitor. 

Mr.  BetheU  objected  to  the  assignees  bemg  allowed 
their  costs  out  of  the  estate. 

Sir  John  Cross. — I  think  it  was  incumbent  on  the 
assignees  to  appear  on  this  petition;  but  it  would  cer- 
tainly have  been  more  correct,  if  they  had  submitted  to 
any  Order  of  the  Court,  instead  of  setting  up  such  a  vio- 
lent opposition  to  the  prayer  of  the  petitioners.  On  the 
whole,  however,  I  think  they  should  have  their  costs  out 
of  the  estate. 

The  petitioning  creditor  having  now  made  an  affidavit 
that  she  retained  the  solicitor  to  oppose  the  petition  at 
her  own  expense,  the  Court  also  allowed  her  costs  out 
of  thq  estate. 


One  Order  on  both  petitions;  that  the  present  fiat 
should  be  impoundedi  and  a  renewed  fiat  issued 
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to  a  Commissioner  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in       i84l. 
London^  to  which  all  the  proceedings  should  be      ^T"^ 

£i  parte 

transferred.    All  parties  to  have  their  costs  out     Gbeoohy. 
of  the  estate.  ^l^^^. 


Ex  parte  Harvbt  Gem  and  James  Powley. — In  the 

matter  of  John  RuMSEY. Westminster, 

This  was  a  petition  of  creditors  to  annul  the  fiat,  Where  an  attor- 
wiuch  had  been  issued  against  the  bankrupt  as  a  money  h^it  of  having 
icri?ener^  on  the  ground  that  the  bankrupt  was  not  a  hiscHenude- 

.J  posited  with 

WOer.  Jiinj  xo  lay  out 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  of  various  persons  Jjoiwl^wd 

made  in  opposition  to  the  petition,  that  some  of  these  ^^^*^*^cm? 

persons  were  acquainted  with  the  bankrupt  for  a  long  penaation  or 

time,  and  that  they  knew  him,  as  they  alleged,  to  be  a  curing  loans  of 
^  .  .  money  for  them, 

money  scrivener ;  that,  in  a  bill  sent  in  by  him  to  one  of  besides  his 

.  charges  for 

his  clients,  there  was  a  charge  for  attending  and  taking  preparing  the 

i*  .  1      %  n  .  n  mortgage  secu* 

instructions  for  procuring  the  loan  of  a  certain  sum  ot  nties,  he  was 

money;  that  he  was  accustomed  to  take  extra  fees  for  trader  within 

procuring  loans,  over  and  above  his  charge  for  preparing  ^^  Sankrapt^ 

the  deeds  and  other  documents  to  secure  the  loans.   One  money  broker, 

witness  stated,  that  she  sold  an  estate  to  Lord  Carring-  f/^  a  person 

'  *^     "receiving  other 

Um,  and  that  she  left  the  purchase-money  in  the  hands  men*;. monies 

'  .  into  his  trust 

of  the  bankrupt,  to  be  invested  in  securities.    Two  other  or  custody," 

whether  or  not 

witnesses  deposed,  that  they,  on  two  several  occasions,  he  might  be 

,    ,    _  .      _    _.  „  -  .1111      considered  lia- 

iiad  deposited  difierent  sums  of  money  with  the  bank-  ble  to  the  bank- 
«       «  4*  .  .         1  •  •  '       ^P^  1^^  as  a 

rapt,  for  the  purpose  of  investing  the  same  in  securities  banker  or  a 
on  real  property.    Another  witness  swore,  that  he  paid  *°'  ^smhie,  that 
the  bankrupt  a  sum  of  money  for  procuring  a  loan,  ^^a^^b^fore 

the  uommis- 
Men  may  be  read  in  contradiction  of  a  subsequent  affidavit  made  by  him,  if  notice  hu 
been  gifCQ  to  the  other  side  of  the  intention  to  read  it,  and  they  have  been  furnished  with  a 
copy, 

U2 


£z  parte 
Obm 

and  another. 
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1841.        independently  of  Htft  charges  in  his  bill  of  costs  for  pre- 
paring the  mortgage  deed. 

Mr.  Swamion,  in  support  of  the  petition,  called  on  the 
other  side  to  establish  the  trading. 

Mr.  AnderdoHf  and  Mr.  M.  Chambers,  for  the  peti- 
tioning creditor.  The  trading  we  contend  for  is  money 
scriyening  and  banking.  The  first  statute  relating  to 
bankrupts,  in  which  the  word  "  scrivener"  occurs,  is  the 
21  Jac.  1.  c.  15.,  in  which  it  is  enacted  by  sect.  2,  that 
every  person  "  that  shall  use  the  trade  or  profession  of  a 
scrivener,  receiving  other  men's  monies  or  estates  into 
his  trust,  or  custody,*'  shall  be  liable  to  be  made  bank- 
rupt ;  and  by  the  5  Geo.  2.  c.  30.  s.  39.,  the  same  lia- 
bility was  declared  in  the  case  of  bankers. 

In  Ex  parte  Bath  (a),  where  an  issue  was  directed  as 
to  the  fact  of  the  trading,  it  was  contended  before  the 
judge  at  nisi  prius,  that,  from  the  alteration  in  the  mode 
in  which  professional  business  is  now  transacted,  the 
business  of  a  scrivener  is  virtually  at  an  end ;  but  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Best  on  that  occasion  said,  "  That  a  scri- 
vener may  now  exist  seems  manifest,  when  we  see  that  in 
a  statute  (&),  which  passed  so  lately  as  the  year  1825,  it  is 
enacted,  *  that  all  persons  using  the  trade  or  profession 
of  a  scrivener,  receiving  other  men's  monies  or  estates 
into  their  trust  or  custody,  shall  be  deemed  traders.' 
The  question  therefore  is,  did  the  bankrupt,  in  the  pro- 
fession of  a  scrivener,  receive  other  men's  mimies  ?  and 
the  answer  is  easy.  If  an  attorney  negotiate  loans  as  an 
attorney,  that  is,  if  a  person  go  to  his  attorney,  inform 

(a)  Mont.  82.  (6)  6  Gio.  4.  c.  16.  a.  2. 
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him  that  he  has  a  sum  of  money  which  he  wishes  to  put 
out;  and  desire  him  to  procure  security^  the  money  in  the 
meantime  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  party's  banker^ 
he  is  not  a  scrivener*  But  if  an  attorney  joins,  with  his 
business  of  an  attorney,  the  business  of  a  scrivener,  he  is 
Mt  less  a  scrivener,  because  he  is  an  attorney.  Now  in 
ill  the  instances  proved  in  this  case,  the  money  remained. 
Dot  in  the  hands  of  the  party's  own  banker,  but  in  the 
hands  of  Mr.  Burman,  until  he  could  procure  suitable 
leearity  on  which  to  lend  it.  Was  not  this  receiving 
other  men's  monies  into  his  trust  or  custody  ?  and  as  he 
was  paid  by  procuration,  was  he  not  acting  in  the  profes- 
non  <^a  scrivener  ?  Was  he  not  seeking  his  livelihood 
partly  as  a  money  scrivener?**  •In  the  present  case,  the 
binkmpt  has  admitted  taking  procuration  money  for 
procuring  loans ;  for  in  one  of  his  own  bills  there  is  a 
charge  made  by  him  for  this  purpose. — We  now  pro- 
pose to  read  the  deposition  of  a  person  of  the  name  of 
Hateketi,  who  was  a  witness  to  prove  the  trading  before 
the  Commissioners,  but  who  has  since  made  a  contra- 
dictory affidavit  in  support  of  this  petition.  We  have 
given  notice  to  the  other  side  of  our  intention  to  read  it, 
and  have  also  given  them  a  copy  of  it. 


1841. 


Ex  parte 

Geu 

and  another. 


Mr.  Swanstan  objected  to  the  reading  of  this  affidavit. 


Sir  John  Cross.— There  is  no  question  but  that  the 
leqKmdent  might  make  an  affidavit,  stating  that  the 
party,  who  has  made  an  affidavit  in  support  of  the  peti- 
tion, has  previously  made  a  different  statement  upon 
oath  before  the  Commissioners.  The  distinction,  then, 
between  that  proceeding  and  reading  the  deposition 
itself,  after  giving  the  other  side  notice  of  the  intention 
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184L       to  read  it^  and  furnishing  them  with  a  copy^  is  very 

Ex  paite 

GXM 

tnd  aDother. 


Ex  paite      shadowy  indeed* 

GxM 


^ 


Mr.  Swanston  said,  that  he  did  not  object  to  the  depo- 
sition being  read  in  contradiction  of  the  subsequent  affi- 
dayit,  so  that  it  was  not  received  in  proof  of  the  fitcts 
stated  in  it. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Chambers.  We  admiti  that,  in 
the  bankrupt's  mode  of  dealing  with  his  clients,  no  pro- 
curation money  was  taken  from  the  person  who  deposited 
the  money  to  be  placed  out  at  interest,  but  merely  from 
the  person  who  borrowed  the  money ;  and  this  is  the 
constant  practice.  In  a  bill  delivered  by  the  bankrupt 
to  one  of  the  persons  who  employed  him,  there  is  a 
charge  for  "  attending  and  taking  instructions  for  pro- 
curing a  loan  of  £ ,  3«.  4rf."    This  charge  alone  is 

evidence  of  money  scrivening.  But  his  remuneration  as 
a  money  scrivener  proceeded  as  well  from  his  profit  in 
preparing  the  deeds  to  secure  the  loans,  as  from  his 
taking  a  compensation  to  procure  it;  and  this  is  the 
mode  of  dealing  contemplated  by  the  act  of  parliament* 
[Sir  John  Cross.  You  contend,  then,  that  the  word 
"  scrivener''  in  the  act  of  parliament  means  "  scribe.**'] 
Our  argument  certainly  goes  to  that  extent.  In  Hut* 
chinson  v.  Gascoigne  (a),  where  it  appeared  that  an 
attorney  was  the  general  depositary  of  the  money  of 
bis  clients  and  other  persons  who  employed  him,  not 
simply  in  his  character  of  an  attorney,  but  as  a  money 
agent,  to  invest  their  money  upon  securities  at  his  own 
discretion,  allowing  him  procuration  fees  for  any  sum 

(a)  UoU,  N.  P.  Rep.  507. 
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placed  out  by  him  on  bond  or  mortgage,  as  well  as  a  fee 
or  charge  for  the  preparing  of  the  deeds,  it  was  decided 
tbit  such  a  course  of  dealing  was  substantially  the  busi- 
ness of  a  scrivener  (a). 

But  we  contend,  that  the  evidence  proves  another  dis- 
tinct branch  of  trading,  as  a  banker,  by  keeping  other 
men's  monies  in  his  hands ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that 
he  should  keep  an  open  shop  for  this  purpose.  For 
m  Ex  parte  Wilean  (&),  where  it  was  argued  that  the 
binkrupt  in  that  case  could  be  no  banker,  because  he 
kept  no  shop.  Lord  Hardwiche  said:  ^'A  scrivener  does 
not  keep  an  open  shop ;  and  yet,  as  he  receives  money 
beloD^ng  to  other  people,  and  places  it  out  on  securities, 
which  is  the  business  of  a  scrivener,  he  may  be  a  bank- 
rapt.  So  may  a  person  acting  as  a  banker,  though  not 
keefung  an  open  shop." 


1841. 


£x  parte 

Gem 

tnd  another. 


Mr.  Swamian,  in  reply.  The  other  side  have  not 
been  able  to  lay  a  finger  upon  one  specific  act  of  trading; 
but  have  merely  gone  into  evidence  of  generalities.  [Sir 
JokM  Cross,  It  is  true  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  one 
eomplete  act  of  trading  in  itself,  because  there  is  no  spe- 
cial payment  proved  for  procuration  money;  but  then  the 
qoestion  is,  whether,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  the  Court  will  not  infer  that  there  was  a  scrivening 
finr  a  profit.]  The  Court  will  not  infer  from  general 
circumstances,  that  there  was  a  specific  payment  for 
procuration  money.  They  have  not  shown  in  any  one 
instance,  that  there  was  a  payment  for  procuration  by 
any  one  person  who  deposited  money  with  the  bankrupt 
to  be  laid  out  on  security.    They  must  show,  that  the 


(c)  And  see  1  Deac.  B.  L.  23. 


(6)  1  Atk.318. 
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1841.  occupation  of  what  they  call  scrit>eninff  was  not  merely 
Kx  parte  incidental  to  the  profession  of  an  attorneyi  but  was 
and  tnlh  c&^i^d  0^  i^  the  course  of  an  independent  substantiYe 
pursuit. 

With  respect  to  the  other  species  of  trading  that  has 
been  set  up  by  the  petitioning  creditor,  namely,  that  of  a 
banker f — the  only  evidence  in  support  of  the  banking  is 
furnished  by  an  affidavit  of  a  person  of  the  name  o(Cax, 
who  states  merely  "  that  he  was  informed  and  believetT 
that  the  bankrupt  carried  on  the  business  of  a  banker ; 
and  his  reason  for  so  believing  is,  because  there  are 
entries  appearing  in  his  books  of  monies  received  and 
paid  on  account  of  different  persons,  in  the  same  way  as 
monies  are  in  general  received  and  paid  by  bankers,  and 
that  the  books  were  kept  in  the  same  manner  as  those 
kept  by  bankers.  The  answer  to  this  is,  that  the  bank* 
rupt  was  the  executor  of  some  of  those  persons ;  and 
that  the  mere  fact  of  his  adopting  the  plan  of  bankers  in 
keeping  his  books,  for  the  sake  of  method  or  deamesSj 
does  not  prove  that  he  was  himself  a  banker.  Besides^ 
these  books  arc  no  evidence  as  against  the  assignees. 
[Sir  John  Cross.  They  are  evidence  of  the  mode  in  which 
he  dealt  with  the  money  of  his  employers.]  Even  taking 
that  to  be  so,  the  evidence  as  to  banking  amounts  to 
nothing. 

Then,  to  recur  to  the  alleged  trade  of  scrivening.  There 
is  no  doubt  that  the  same  person  may  unite  both  the 
employments  of  an  attorney  and  a  scrivener;  but  then  it 
must  be  ascertained  in  which  transaction  he  was  the  one 
or  the  other ;  and  the  greatest  judge  who  ever  sat  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  has  said,  that  the  policy  of  the  law  will 
not  permit  him  to  be  both  attorney  and  scrivener  in  the 
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lime  traiiBaction(a).  The  nature  of  the  business  of  a 
lamjier  was  very  much  discussed  before  Lord  Redesclale, 
h  the  matter  of  WaTren{fi)\  in  which  case  there  was  an 
iflstniction  of  the  employer  to  lay  out  his  money  on  inte« 
reit,  an  actual  laying  out,  and  a  charge  of  the  attorney 
ibr  doing  so ;  but  Lord  Redesdale  held,  that  this  case 
of  scrivening  might  have  been  incidental  to  his  character 
of  in  attorney;  and  that  though  an  attorney  might  nego« 
tiate  occasional  loans  of  money,  for  which  he  even 
reerifed  procuration  fees,  yet  that  he  did  not  thereby 
become  a  scrivener.  [Sir  John  Cross.  What  Lord 
Bedesdale  meant  was,  that  the  scrivening  was  incidental 
to  his  character  of  an  attorney  in  that  particular  instance. 
Bat  if  there  is  a  general  course  of  dealing  as  a  scrivener, 
then  it  is  not  incidental.]  The  number  of  instances  will 
sot  make  the  case  stronger,  any  more  than  in  the  case 
of  a  sehooUnaster  who  sells  books  to  his  scholars,  as 
incidental  to  his  occupation  of  a  schoolmaster;  it  is 
perfectly  immaterial,  whether  he  sells  one  book  or  a 
Imidred.  It  is  not  by  arithmetical  progression,  but  by 
logical  reasoning,  that  the  number  of  the  acts  done  are  to 
be  estimated.  In  the  matter  of  Warren  there  was  de- 
cided evidence  of  scrivening,  if  there  could  be  any  evi« 
dence  of  such  a  dealing.  But  the  doubt  that  occurred  to 
the  mind  of  Lord  Redesdale,  as  well  as  to  that  of  Lord 
CUef  Justice  Downes,  was,  that  the  scrivening  was  only 
incidental  to  the  occupation  of  an  attorney,  and  not  a 
•nbstantive  occupation  in  itself.  In  £lx  parte  Pater- 
iDa(c),  Lord  Eldon  says,  **  that  trading  as  a  scrivener 
does  not  depend  upon  the  fact,  whether  the  bankrupt 
htt  or  has  not  occasionally  done  acts  which  a  scrivener 

(•}  See  Lord  Eidon'f  judgment  in  Ex paru  Malkin,^\tiM  B.3]. 
(0  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  414.  (c)  1  Rose,  405. 


1841. 


Ez  parte 

Gem 

tnd  tnotber. 
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1841.  peenliaily  and  properly  wonld  have  done ;  not  upon  what 
£z  ptite  ^  ^"^y  ^^®  ^^^'^  ^^^  ^^^  ^y*  '^^  ^^^^  "P^*^  another, 
md  «MUidr  ^^  "P^°  ^^  intention  generally  to  get  a  liring  by  so 
ddng."  And  though  in  Ex  parte  Malkin{a),  Lord 
Eldom  said,  **  that  he  had  a  notion,  that  if  an  attorney, 
acting  to  snch  an  extent  as  to  afford  evidence  of  a  general 
intention,  received  commission  for  laying  out  money,  as 
well  as  fices  for  drawing  and  executing  conveyances,"  he 
would  thereby  become  a  scrivener,  within  the  operation 
of  the  bankrupt  law ;  yet  even  in  this  case,  so  strongly 
put  by  Lord  JEMom  as  to  afford  evidence  of  a  getural 
mtaUUm  to  deal  as  a  scrivener.  Lord  EUUm  added,  that 
he  was  not  sure  that  his  notion  was  well  founded,  and 
he  accordingly  directed  an  issue.  The  issue  was  tried 
before  Lord  Chief  Justice  G%bb$  (i),  who  in  an  able 
charge  to  the  jury  explained  to  them  very  clearly  what 
course  of  dealing  would  make  a  man  a  scrivener.  **  At 
the  present  day,"  his  lordship  said, ''  the  banker  oocn* 
pies  one  department  of  the  business  of  the  scrivener,  by 
being  the  depository  of  the  money,  and  the  attorney  the 
other,  by  drawing  the  securities.  The  banker  would 
not  be  an  attorney,  though  he  were  occasionally  to  fill 
up  bonds  for  his  customers ;  nor  does  the  attorney  be- 
come a  money  scrivener,  though  on  particular  occasion! 
he  incidentally  has  the  money  of  his  clients  to  lay  out 
for  them*  In  order  to  make  a  man  a  money  scrivener, 
he  must  carry  on  the  business  of  being  trusted  with 
other  people's  money  to  lay  out  for  them  as  occasion 
o&rs.  It  is  not  being  sent  with  the  money  of  his  client, 
or  receiving  it  firom  the  person  with  whom  his  client  may 
have  previously  contracted,  that  will  make  an  attorney  a 

Qi)  8m  Aim»  r.  Mmlkin,  3  Camp.  634. 
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jDOoej  fcrivener.  In  that  part  of  the  transaction,  he  is 
no  more  than  a  person  employed  to  fetch  and  carry. 
Hafing  negotiated  the  loan  and  drawn  the  deeds,  his 
liippening  to  receive  and  pay  the  money  is  incidental 
to  his  business  of  an  attorney.  Nor,  if  on  one  or  two 
oecasions  money  were  deposited  irith  him  to  lay  out, 
foold  that  constitute  him  a  money  scrivener ;  he  must 
be  carrying  on  generally  the  business  of  a  money 
lerivener.  That  must  be  part  of  his  known  occupation. 
And  then  his  lordship,  after  referring  to  Lord  Eldon's 
observations  in  Ex  parte  Paterson  (a),  adds :  ''  Though 
a  ittomey  may  have  incidentally  acted  as  a  scrivener, 
that  if  not  suflicient;  though  money  may  have  been  depo- 
flted  with  him,  for  which  he  was  afterwards  to  seek  a 
bonrower,  a  few  isolated  instances  of  that  sort,  occurring 
in  the  course  of  his  business  as  an  attorney,  would  not 
briDg  him  within  the  operation  of  the  bankrupt  laws.*' 
And  the  jury,  upon  his  summing  up,  found  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  thereby  affirming  that  the  attorney  in  that 
JBsttnce  was  not  a  scrivener.  In  the  case  of  Hutchinson 
f.  Oascoigne  (6),  which  has  been  relied  on  by  the  other 
tide,  the  attorney  was  employed  generally  as  a  money 
agent,  and  had  large  sums  deposited  with  him  to  invest 
vpon  securities  at  his  own  discretion,  being  allowed  a 
procuration  fee  for  every  sum  so  placed  out  by  him. 
The  mode  of  dealing  in  that  case,  therefore,  came  com« 
pletely  within  the  definition  of  a  money  scrivener.  But 
erea  there  Mr.  Baron  fVood  observed,  that  if  a  man 
leodved  money  as  a  mere  channel  to  convey  it  from  a 
lender  to  a  borrower,  or  from  one  client  to  another, 
deriving  his  principal  profit  from  drawing  the  securities, 


1841. 

^-«%-^ 

£z  parte 

Obm 

md  anoUier. 


(OS»rA. 


(b)  Holt,  N.  P.  Rep.  607. 
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1841.        and  from  the  business  of  an  attorney  and  a  conveyancer 


and  another. 


^      ^        he  could  not  then    with    propriety   be  considered  i 

Ex  parte  r     r       j 

j^'^.k.  scrivener.  Notwithstanding,  therefore,  an  attorney  ma) 
unite  occasionally  the  employment  of  a  scrivener,  b) 
negotiating  annuities  and  loans,  yet  when  the  attorney  ia 
the  predominant  character  in  these  transactions,  that  is, 
where  the  bonds,  judgments  and  warrants  of  attorney, 
by  which  the  annuities  are  secured  to  the  grantee,  are 
prepared  in  his  office,  and  he  charges  for  them  in  hii 
bill  as  an  attorney ^  though  the  annuity  commission  may 
be  included  in  these  charges, — he  will  not  be  subject  tc 
the  bankrapt  law  as  a  scrivener  ;  Hurd  v.  Brydgu  (a). 
In  the  affidavit  of  Crooke,  which  has  been  relied  on  bj 
the  respondents  to  establish  the  trading,  he  states  thai 
he  employed  the  bankrupt  to  raise  money  on  mortgage 
of  certain  property,  and  that,  besides  his  charge  for  pre< 
paring  the  mortgage  securities,  he  charged  another  sun 
as  a  bonus  or  remuneration  for  procuring  the  money. 
We  have  given  them  notice  to  produce  the  bill  of  costi 
in  which  that  charge  was  made.  They  have  not  done 
so-^Why  ?  Because  the  charge  would  have  been  found 
to  be  the  charge  of  attendance,  as  an  aitomey.  NoWj 
that  will  not  do ;  for  In  re  Warren  (6)  there  was  an 
express  charge  even  for  procuration,  and  yet,  as  it  was 
incidental  to  his  occupation  of  an  attorney,  it  was  held 
not  to  be  scrivening.  The  criterion  therefore  will  be, 
whether  the  transactions  relied  on  by  the  other  side 
were  primary  transactions  of  the  bankrupt  for  the  pur- 
pose of  seeking  his  livelihood  as  a  scrivener, —  or  were 
they  merely  incidental  to  his  occupation  of  an  attorney? 
Three  cases  have  been  specified,  where  it  is  alleged  that 

(a)  Holt,  N.  p.  Rep.  654.  (6)  Sujira. 
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the  money  was  deposited  for  the  purpose  of  being  in-        l^^l* 
vested  on  mortgage,  and  that  part  of  it  was  so  invested.       £x  parte 
Bot  in  neither  of  these  cases  does  it  appear  that  there     aod^ootber. 
VIS  any  charge  for  procuration ;  and  indeed  we  have  the 
iSdtvits  of  the  persons  to  whom  the  money  was  ad- 
fioeedi  and  who  state  that  there  was  no  charge  made  on 
them  for  procuration.    In  one  case,  also,  the  money  was 
deposited  for  the  express  purpose  of  being  lent  to  a  par- 
ticniar  person  on  mortgage. 

Sir  John  Cross. — It  seems  to  me,  that  a  good  deal  of 
coofiision  has  arisen  as  to  the  nature  of  the  dealing  of  a 
flwney  scrivener,  which  may  not  be  applicable  to  the 
present  sUte  of  the  law.    By  the  31  Jac.  1.  c.  19.  s.  2., 
"all  and  every  person  or  persons  that  shall  use  the  trade 
orprofession  of  a  scrivener,  receiving  other  men's  monies 
or  estates  into  his  trust  or  custody,**  were  liable  to  be 
mde  bankrupt    By  this  statute,  therefore,  it  was  essen- 
Althat  the  party  should  use  the  trade  or  profession  of  a 
>cri?ener.     Then  came  the  5  Geo.  2.  c.  30.  s.  39.,  which, 
<fter  reciting  that  bankers,  brokers,  and  factors  are  fre-' 
foently  entrusted  with  great  sums  of  money,  and  with 
goods  and  effects  of  very  great  value  belonging  to  other 
persons,  enacted  that  such  bankers,  brokers,  and  factors 
ilioald  be  subject  to  the  bankrupt  law.     The  liability 
therefore  of  money  scriveners  under  the  statute  of  James 
was  thus  extended  to  three  other  classes  of  traders  re- 
ceiving men's  money  and  goods  into  their  trust  and  cus- 
tody.    Then  came  the  last  general  act  of  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16. 
9.2.,  which  declares  ''that  all  bankers,  brokers,  and  per- 
sons using  the  trade  or  profession  of  a  scrivener,  receiving 
other  men's  monies  or  estates  into  their  trust  or  custody" 
shall  be  deemed  traders  liable  to  become  bankrupt.  Now 
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1841.       I  have  heard  of  no  case  having  occurred  since  the  passing 

^^^^^      of  this  last  act  of  parliament,  that  confines  these  words 

Gmi        of  the  act,  viz. "  receiving  other  men's  monies  or  estates 
tod  Asothor. 

into  their  trust  or  custody"  to  the  mere  occupation  of  a 
banker,  broker,  or  person  using  the  trade  or  profisssion 
of  a  scrivener.  And  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  plain  in- 
tention of  the  act  is,  that  whoever  receives  other  men's 
monies  or  estates  into  his  trust  or  custody,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  gaining  a  livelihood  by  the  profits  arising  firom 
the  money  so  deposited,  is  to  be  deemed  a  trader  liable 
to  become  bankrupt.  The  cases  that  have  been  cited  do 
not  appear  to  me  to  apply  to  the  construction  I  put  upon 
the  new  act  of  parliament  (a) ;  for  I  do  not  feel  bound  to 
consider  it  a  vital  question,  whether  the  party  was  s 
banker  or  broker,  or  a  scrivener,  but  rather  whether  he 
was  a  person  receiving  other  men's  monies  or  estatei 
into  his  trust  or  custody,  with  a  view  to  make  profit  is 
the  disposal  of  them.  Now,  a  money  scrivener  appears  Ic 
me  to  be  merely  a  broker  between  the  borrower  and  the 
lender  of  money ;  and  the  ground  of  the  opinion  I  have 
formed  in  this  case  is,  that  the  bankrupt  has  here  exer- 
cised the  business  of  a  money  broker^  whether  he  may  be 
called  a  banker,  or  a  scrivener.  But  if  I  entertained  anj 
doubt  on  the  matter  as  to  the  trading,  I  should  thinli 
that  I  ought  not  to  annul  the  fiat, — a  course  only  tc 
be  followed,  if  I  had  been  clearly  satisfied  of  the  part] 
not  being  a  trader.  After  considering  the  whole  case 
however,  I  have  no  doubt  upon  the  subject,  my  opinioi 
in  favour  of  the  trading  being  founded  on  the  words  o 
the  act  of  parliament. 

Petition  dismissed,  with  costs. 

(a)  And  jet  the  detcripUoD  of  t  scriveDer  it  pxeciiely  the  Btme  in  botl 
the  aeti of  21  Jec. I.e.  19. t. 2.  and  the  6Gta. 4.c.  16.  t.2. 
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1841. 
Ex  parte  James  Ford. — In  the  matter  of  wnn^ 

James  Ford. Wntmimter, 

June  1. 

This  was  the  petition  of  the  bankrupt  to  annul  the  JJ^^\^ 

H  impeaching  both  the  tradinsr  and  the  petitioning  the  death  of  the 

SititioiiinB  cie* 
, tor,  preiented 

described  the  bankrupt  as  a  '^watchmaker,  dealer,  and  annul  the  fiat» 

dapman.**    He  now  swore  that  he  was  not  a  watchmaker,  the^uading  and 

but  merely  a  mender  and  cleaner  of  watches.    The  peti-  aJJiwSed  that '' 

tiomng  creditor  was  an  attorney,  and  his  demand  against  J^th?««Sn^** 

the  bankrupt  arose  from  the  costs  of  an  action,  in  which  ^u  S^'^^hbn 

he  was  retained  by  the  bankrupt  in  his  professional  capa-  J^^"^*!^' 

dty.    The  bankrupt  stated,  that  no  bill  of  costs  had  ever  miinoDen,  the 

'^  Court  refnaed  to 

been  delivered  or  taxed;  and  that  the  petitioning  creditor  annul;  more 

than  two  yean 

hid  agreed  only  to  charge  the  costs  out  of  pocket,  which  hanngr  eiapied 
would  reduce  the  demand  considerably  below  100/.  of  the  fiat 
That  the  object  of  the  petitioning  creditor  in  issuing  the 
flat  was  to  get  rid  of  a  biU  in  Chancery,  which  the  bank- 
rapt  bad  filed  against  the  petitioning  creditor  for  a 
ipecific  performance  of  his  contract ;  and  that  within  six 
months  after  the  fiat  was  issued,  the  bankrupt  brought 
an  action  at  law  against  the  petitioning  creditor  to  try  its 
validity,  but  that  the  action  had  abated  by  the  death  of 
die  petitioning  creditor,  which  took  place  in  February 
1840. 


Mr.  Parker  appeared  in  support  of  the  petition. 


Mr.  Swanttan,  contri,  objected  to  the  right  of  the 
hanknipt  to  present  a  petition  to  annul,  on  the  ground 
of  the  delay  that  had  taken  place  since  the  fiat  was 

issued. 
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1841.  Sir  John  Cross. — I  do  not  think,  under  the  circum- 

Ex  parte       Stances  stated  in  the  petition,  that  that  is  any  ground  of 

Ford.  estoppel.  But  there  is  this  difficulty  in  the  case.  The 
petitioning  creditor  has  proved  his  debt  on  his  own  affi- 
davit; and  now,  after  his  death,  the  bankrupt  calls  upon 
the  assignees  to  prove  what  the  petitioning  creditor  could 
only  prove  himself.  Has  the  bankrupt  any  evidence, 
besides  his  own  affidavit,  to  impeach  the  petitioning 
creditor's  debt  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  There  is  the  evidence  of  other  persons, 
to  prove  that  the  petitioning  creditor  agreed  to  charge 
the  bankrupt  only  costs  out  of  pocket. 

Sir  John  Cross,  having  called  for  the  proceedings 
under  the  fiat,  said,  after  he  had  inspected  them, — I  find 
that  in  December  1838  the  bankrupt's  further  examina- 
tion was  adjourned  to  February  1839,  on  account  of  his 
intention  to  dispute  the  fiat.  But  it  also  appears  in  the 
bankrupt's  deposition  before  the  Commissioners,  that  he 
acknowledged  that  he  had  bought  old  watches  and  clocks, 
and  after  cleaning  and  repairing  them  had  sold  them  for 
a  profit;  although  he  now  swears  that  he  sought  his  living 
by  mending  and  cleaning  watches  only.  There  is  an  end 
therefore  to  the  objection  in  regard  to  the  trading.  And 
as  there  is  so  much  conflict  between  the  statements  of  the 
bankrupt  in  his  present  petition  and  those  in  his  deposi- 
tion before  the  Commissioners,  I  think  I  ought  not  to 
annul  the  fiat,  after  the  death  of  the  petitioning  creditor 
and  the  delay  that  has  taken  place  in  presenting  the 
petition. 

Petition  dismissed. 
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Ex  parte  Adah  Freer  Smith,  David  Smith,  and       }^^'. 
Charles  Butcher. — In   the    matter    of  David 
Clarke^ Wntmntur, 

^-,  June  I  if  4, 

TBIS  was  the  petition  of  trustees  under  a  marriage  where  a  partr, 
Kttlement  to  be  admitted  to  prove  for  the  sum   of  the  miaapplica- 

mL  lZ$.  lid.  fund  by  the 

The  petition  stated,  that  by  a  certain  indenture  of  ^^;;nT^f  the 

narriage  settlement,  dated  the  28th  February  1825  at  {jf^^'ri^^,,, 

Calcutta,  and  made  in  contemplation  of  the  marriage  of  ""^^'^^^T  ^ ". 

Alexander  Falconer  and  of  Josephine  Hume^  two  life  *nd  afterwards 

acQuired  lach 

polides  of  assurance  in  two  insurance  companies  estab-  ri^ht,  ai  admi- 
nistrator to  the 
nihed  at  Calcutta  were  assigned  by  Alexander  Falconer  catui  ^ue  truiti 

to  the  bankrupt  and  four  other  trustees,  in  trust  for  rights  as  admi- 

Alexander  Falconer  until  the  solemnization  of  the  mar-  not  affected  by 

riage;  and  after  the  solemnization  thereof,  upon  trust  koow^^^a 

thit  all  sums  to  become  payable  by  virtue  of  the  policies  icqmcwenw! 

ihoold  be  invested  in  some  one  of  the  public  securities  fore*,2*e^*J]JL 

of  the  East  India  Company,  or  some  other  good  secu-  j^^^^J^ 

rities  real  and  personal,  and  to  pay  the  dividends  and  ™pt.  after  com- 

^  '  ^  ^  miUing  a  breach 

vroceeds  thereof  to  Josephine  Hume,  if  she  should  sur-  of  trust,  the 

'^  administrator 

me  Alexander  Falconer^  during  her  life,  to  and  for  her  of  the  etttui 

t  1  11/.  1  ?tt«tnntwaa 

OVD  sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit,  or  to  such  person  not  prevented 
aa  she  by  writing  under  her  hand  should,  notwithstanding  the  amount  V 
any  future  coverture,  direct  or  appoint ;  and  after  her  \^  trusted! 


e,  then  in  trust  for  her  children  by  Alexander  J^e^n^JeTifit 
Palamer;  and  if  no  children,  then  in  trust  for  such  !^*?'^!    , 

'  '  cestui  que  trutU 

peraon  as  Alexander  Falconer  should  by  any  instrument     Where  the 

•^       ''  peuuonerwas 

in  writinir  attested  by  two  witnesses,  or  by  his  last  will,  summoned  and 

"  ''  ,  ,     examined  by  the 

met  or  appoint ;  and  for  want  of  such  appointment,  in  adverse  party 

^     ^     1.  ni.  1.  1  ..        t       before  the  Com. 

vuatfor  bis  next  of  kin,  accordmg  to  the  statute  for  the  missioner,  and 

suted  a  part  of 
^enminalioD  in  an  affidavit  in  support  of  the  petition :  Held,  that  it  was  not  receivable 
*  tvidmee;  1.  Because  part  of  the  examination  could  not  be  read,  without  the  whole; 
^»,2.  Bea»K  no  notice  had  been  given  to  read  the  examioatipn  on  th«  bearing  of  the 


▼ouu. 
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1841.        distribution  of  intestates'  estates.    And  by  the  said  in- 

Ex  parte       denture  power  was  reserved  to  Alexander  Falconer  and 

and^oihai.     Josephine  Hume  to  appoint  new  trustees,  in  the  room  of 

those  dying  or  desiring  to  be  discharged  from  the  trusts. 

The  marriage  was  solemnized  on  the  2d  March  1825. 

In  18^  the  bankrupt  quitted  the  East  Indies^  having 
appointed  Messrs.  Fergusson  &  Co.  his  attornies. 

In  1829  John  Grant  and  Josiah  John  Hogg,  two  of 
the  trustees,  died. 

On  the  2lst  July  1826  Alexander  Falconer  died, 
leaving  one  son  of  the  marriage,  who  also  died  in  1827. 

On  the  5th  September  1827  Josephine  Falconer,  his 
widow,  who  had  then  not  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  intermarried  with  the  petitioner  Adam  Freer 
Smith,  and  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  on  the  13th 
November  1827. 

On  the  1st  August  1826  the  bankrupt,  by  his  con- 
stituted attornies,  Messrs.  Fergusson  &  Co.,  received  from 
one  of  the  insurance  companies  at  Calcutta  the  sum  of 
12,000  Sicca  rupees  on  one  of  the  policies  assigned  by 
the  marriage  settlement;  and  on  the  2d  November  1826 
the  bankrupt  by  his  said  attornies  received  also  from  the 
other  insurance  company,  with  whom  the  other  policy 
was  effected,  the  sum  of  60,000  Sicca  rupees;  and  on  the 
19th  February  1827  the  further  sura  of  9159  Sicca  rupees 
on  the  first  mentioned  policy.  These  three  sums,  making 
together  81,159  Sicca  rupees,  were  allowed  by  the  bank- 
rupt to  remain  as  a  cash  balance  in  the  hands  of  Messrs. 
Fergusson  k  Co.,  and  no  part  was  ever  laid  out  in  any 
securities,  under  the  trusts  of  the  will. 

The  petition  alleged,  that  Josephine  Falconer  was 
utterly  ignorant  of  business,  and  unacquainted  with  the 
trusts  of  the  settlement,  save  only  that  she  was  entitled 
to  an  income  from  her  trustees,  which  was  paid  through 


\ 
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the  house  of  Ferguimm  &  Co.^  and  that  she  bad  no  copy 
of  the  deed  of  settlement. 

On  the  d6th  November  1833  the  house  of  Fergtisson 
k  Co.  were  adjudged  insolvent  by  the  Court  for  the 
lelief  of  Insolvent  Debtors  at  Calcuttai  when  the  trust 
ttoney  in  their  bands  amounted  to  the  sum  of  79,916 
Sicca  rupees. 

On  the  10th  December  1835  a  fiat  was  issued  against 
Datid  Clarke  and  his  partner  Samuel  Greg$on. 

On  the  1st  July  1836  Josephine  Smith,  in  pursuance  of 
the  power  reserved  to  her  by  the  deed  of  setdement, 
appointed  the  petitioners  to  be  new  trustees,  in  the  place 
of  the  bankmpt  and  the  two  other  surviving  trustees. 

Since  the  bankruptcy  of  David  Clarke,  some  dividends 
bid  been  paid  by  Fergussan  &  Co.'s  estate  to  the  trustees 
under  the  settlement,  whereby  the  debt  provable  agamst 
DttM  Clark£$  estate  had  been  diminished. 

On  the  4th  April  1839  Josephine  Smith  died. 

On  the  10th  July  1839  the  petitioners  obtained  an 
Older  that  Adam  Freer  Smith,  he  being  the  only  one 
of  the  petitioners  resident  in  England^  mighty  on  behalf 
of  hisBself  and  the  other  petitioners,  prove  against  the 
Kparate  estate  of  David  Clarke  the  balance  remaining 
die  of  the  smn  of  80,133  Sicca  rupees,  equivalent  to 
801SI.  sterling,  after  giving  credit  for  the  money  received 
from  the  estate  of  Fwrgusson  &  Co.,  and  that  the  amount 
of  toy  dividends  nnder  the  proof  should  be  laid  out  in 
the  pvrehase  of  Bank  three  per  cent,  annuities  in  the 
sne  and  with  the  privity  of  the  accountant  in  bank* 
raptcy,  in  trust  for  all  parties  concerned. 

On  the  8th  May  last  the  petitioner  Adam  Freer  Smith 
took  oat  letters  of  administration  to  his  deceased  wife, 

l2 


1841. 


£x  parte 

Smith 

and  olhen. 
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1 841 .  On  the  29th  February  1840  the  petitioner  Adam  Freer 

Kx  parte  Smithy  on  behalf  of  himself  and  his  co-trustees  and  the 
aiJ*oibcn.  P*^^*^^  interested  under  the  settlement^  carried  in  a 
proof  under  the  fiat ;  when  Mr.  Commissioner  Holroydf 
after  hearing  evidence  and  counsel  on  both  sides^  made 
the  following  Order;  ''Admit  the  proof  for  the  capital 
5354/.  8«.  M.^  and  also  for  the  interest  656/.  IZs.  1  Icf.,  on 
account  of  the  life  estate  of  Mrs.  Smith,  without  prejudice 
to  the  claim  of  the  assignees  to  reduce  the  proof  of  such 
interesti  on  the  ground  of  the  acts  of  Mrs.  Smith.  The 
assignees  to  establish  such  right  within  nine  months  from 
this  29th  February  1840,  and  the  dividend  on  the  proof  of 
the  interest  (with  the  consent  of  all  parties)  not  to  be 
transferred  under  the  Order  of  the  Court  of  Review,  until 
after  the  expiration  of  said  nine  months,  and  the  proof 
of  the  capital  of  the  said  trust  funds  to  be  without  pre- 
judice to  any  question  which  the  assignees  may,  within 
nine  months  from  this  29th  February  1840,  raise,  as  to  the 
beneficial  interest  in  the  said  capital,  and  their  right  to 
have  the  proof  in  respect  thereof  reduced  or  wholly  ex« 
punged,  on  the  ground  of  the  acts  of  the  party  who  may 
be  decided  to  be  entitled  to  such  beneficial  interest." 

The  sum  of  656/.  128.  lid.  was  the  interest  which 
accrued  due  between  the  time  of  the  insolvency  of  Fer^ 
gusson  &  Co.  and  the  bankruptcy  of  David  Clarhe. 

In  January  1841  an  application  was  made  to  the 
Commissioner  on  behalf  of  the  assignees  to  reduce 
the  proof,  by  disallowing  the  sum  of  656/.  I2s.  lid.,  on 
the  ground  that  the  petitioner  Adam  Freer  Smith  and  his 
deceased  wife  had  full  knowledge  of  the  breach  of  trust 
committed  by  David  Clarhe  and  acquiesced  therein.  On 
this  occasion  Adam  Freer  Smith  was  examined  on  behalf 
of  the  assignees,  when  he  distinctly  negatived  any  know- 
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ledge  of  the  breach  of  trusty  or  any  acquiescence  there- 
in. The  Commissioner  was  of  opinion,  that  Josephine 
Swnih,  as  a  married  woman,  had  no  power  to  prejudice 
herself,  and  that  no  act  of  hers,  except  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  the  settlement,  could  bind  her ;  and 
therefore,  if  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  were  seeking 
to  prove  in  respect  of  Mrs.  Smith's  life  interest  under 
the  settlement  for  her  benefit,  that  such  proof  would 
have  stood.  But  the  Commissioner  was  of  opinion, 
that,  in  point  of  fact,  the  petitioner  Smith  had  known 
and  assented  to  the  breach  of  trust ;  and  that  as  he,  as 
the  admmistrator  of  his  wife,  would  be  the  party  en- 
titled to  call  on  the  trustees  to  account  to  him  for  the 
diTidends  on  the  proof,  in  respect  of  interest  which  had 
accrued  due  in  her  lifetime,  the  proof  for  the  interest 
ODght  to  be  expunged. 

The  grounds  on  which  the  judgment  of  the  Commis- 
noner  proceeded  were,  that  the  petitioner  Adam  Freer 
Smith  was  a  clerk  in  the  house  of  Messrs.  Fergusson 
&  Co.  till  shortly  before  their  insolvency ;  that  the 
payments  of  the  interest  were  made  to  his  late  wife  by 
and  through  them ;  that  there  was  an  account  in  the 
books  of  Fergusson  &  Co.  between  them  and  the  trustees 
of  the  settlement,  which  showed  a  balance  in  favour  of 
the  trustees;  and  that,  though  the  petitioner  had  no 
eoDoera  with  the  accounts  of  the  house,  he  saw,  or 
nugfat  have  seen,  that  account,  as  he  might  any  other 
account. 

The  petitioner  alleged,  that  although  he  was  a  clerk 
in  the  house  of  Fergusson  &  Co.,  and  had  been  placed 
there  by  David  Clarhe,  he  paid  no  attention  to  the 
icconnt,  and  never  examined  it,  though  he  might  have 
accidentally  seen  it.    That  neither  himself,  nor  his  said 


1841. 

Kx  parte 

Smith 

and  others. 
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1841.  ^ife,  ever  read  the  settlement,  before  the  insolvency  of 

^""^  Fergusson  &  Co.,  or  had  any  copy  of  it ;  and  all  they 

Smith  knew  about  it  was,  that  she  was  entitled  to  the  interest 


and  others. 


of  the  money  during  her  life,  and  that  the  petitioner  had 
nothing  to  do  with  that  interest,  and  that  there  might  be 
a  question  about  the  construction  of  the  settlement,  aAer 
her  death.  That  neither  the  petitioner,  nor  his  wife, 
knew  any  thing  as  to  the  arrangement  between  David 
Clarke  and  Fergusson  &  Co.  with  respect  to  the  trust 
funds,  or  any  directions  they  had  from  David  Clarke 
touching  the  said  funds,  or  how  the  same  were  disposed 
of,  or  whether  they  were  or  were  not  invested,  or 
whether  David  Clarke  had  or  had  not  any  security  for 
such  of  the  trust  monies  as  were  in  the  hands  of  Fer^ 
gusson  &  Co.  That  the  correspondence  between  David 
Clarke  and  Fergusson  &  Co.  was  contained  in  a  private 
book,  which  was  not  open  to  the  inspection  of  the  peti- 
tioner, or  the  other  clerks.  That,  as  he  never  had  any 
interest  or  right  or  title  to  interfere  with  the  said  fund, 
till  he  was  appointed  a  trustee  in  1836,  he  never  in  any 
way  interfered  in  any  matter  connected  with  the  trust 
funds.  That  he  never  did  assent  to  or  acquiesce  in  the 
breach  of  trust  committed  by  David  Clarke,  and  that  in 
fact  no  acts  done,  or  omitted  to  be  done,  by  him  during 
the  lifetime  of  his  wife  could  affecst  the  right  of  proof 
against  the  estate  of  David  Clarke  for  such  interest. 
That,  according  to  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner, 
there  was  at  the  date  of  the  fiat  an  unquestionable  right 
of  proof  in  the  then  trustees  for  the  interest,  and  that 
such  right  of  proof  could  not  be  aSected  by  the  subse- 
quent accident,  that  Josephine  Smitk  had  since  died ; 
that  it  was  to  the  petitioner  Adam  Freer  Smith  that 
letters  of  administration  to  her  estate  had  been  granted ; 
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and  that  the  petitioners  had  incurred  costs^  as  trustees^ 
in  respect  of  the  said  interest. 

Mr.  SwansioUf  in  support  of  the  petition.  The 
petitioner  had  no  knowledge  of  the  trusts  contained  in 
the  marriage  settlement ;  there  could  therefore  be  no 
icquieacence  on  his  part  in  the  breach  of  trust  com- 
mitted by  the  bankrupt,  in  omitting  to  invest  the  trust 
money  in  real  or  personal  securities.  Neither  could 
Mrs.  Smith  be  bound,  as  a  married  woman,  by  an  act  in 
derogation  of  the  trusts.  The  Commissioner  was  of 
opinion^  that  though  the  wife  was  not  barred  of  the  right 
of  proof  for  the  interest  by  any  act  of  her's>  yet  the  bus- 
band  was  bound  by  some  act  of  his  own. 


1841. 

£i  parte 

Smith 

andothen. 


Sir  John  Cross. — It  appears,  that  the  ground  of  the 
Commissioner's  judgment  was  this:  that,  although  the 
wife  at  the  time  of  her  death  was  entitled  to  this  money, 
;et  the  husband,  who  was  aware  of  something  before  he 
became  administrator  to  his  wife,  was  bound  by  his 
knowledge  of  that  fact.  We  had  better  hear  the  other 
tide. 


Mr.  Anderdon,  contrd.  As  the  interest  was  paid  to 
the  wife  in  her  lifetime  through  the  house  of  Messrs. 
Pergusson  &  Co.,  and  the  petitioner,  her  second  hus- 
band, was  a  confidential  clerk  in  that  house,  we  have  a 
right  to  infer  that  both  the  one  and  the  other  had  know- 
ledge of  the  breach  of  trust.  And,  having  had  know- 
ledge of  the  breach  of  trust,  the  petitioner  has  now  no 
right  to  prove  for  the  interest.  Where  the  cestui  que 
trust  has  derived,  knowingly,  benefit  from  the  breach  of 
trusty  he  is  not  entitled  to  call  his  trustee  to  account  for 


120  CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

1841.       any  consequential  damages  occasioned  by  such  breach 

^^^       of  trust.      This  appears  clearly  from  the  decision  in 

Smith        iVaiV  V.  PuTiter  (a).    In  that  case  stock  was  settled  on 
and  others. 

a  wife,  for  her  separate  use,  for  life,  with  a  power  of 

appointment  by  will.  The  trustees,  at  the  request  of 
the  husband  and  wife,  sold  out  the  stock,  and  paid  the 
proceeds  to  the  husband,  who  afterwards  became  bank- 
rupt. The  wife  filed  a  bill  to  compel  the  trustees  to 
replace  the  stock,  and  obtained  a  decree,  under  which 
the  trustees  transferred  part  of  the  stock  into  Court,  and 
they  were  allowed  time  to  transfer  the  remainder.  The 
wife  died,  having  by  her  will  appointed  the  stock  to 
her  husband,  and  appointed  him  also  her  executor.  He 
filed  a  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement  against  the  trustees 
and  his  assignees,  claiming  the  stock  under  the  appoint- 
ment, and  praying  the  same  relief  as  his  wife  might 
have  had ;  and  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  was  of 
opinion,  that,  as  the  plaintiff  had  already,  through  the 
means  of  a  breach  of  trust,  received  the  whole  benefit  of 
the  fund,  it  would  be  contrary  to  plain  justice,  that  he, 
who  had  had  the  money  once,  should  have  it  a  second 
time ;  and  that  the  circumstance  that  he  was  his  wife's 
executor  did  not  vary  the  case.  So  here,  the  petitioner 
Smith,  who  is  his  wife's  administrator,  having  received 
a  benefit  from  the  trust  fund  being  in  the  hands  of 
Messrs.  Fergusson  &  Co.,  cannot  now  claim  interest, 
which  is  in  the  shape  of  damages,  against  the  trustee, 
for  permitting  it  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  Fergusson  & 
Co.,  instead  of  investing  it  on  real  or  personal  security. 

Mr.  Swanstofig  in  reply,  proposed  to  read  the  exami- 
nation of  the  petitioner  Smith,  which  was  taken  before 

(a)  5  Sim.  555. 


tndollMn. 
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the  Commissioner  and  set  forth  in  the  petition/ on  the  1841. 

ground  that  he  was  on  that  occasion  summoned  by  the  ^T'^^^ 

Other  side  to  be  examined,  and  gave  evidence  against  Smitu 
Umself.    It  therefore  becomes  their  examination. 


Mr.  Anderdon  objected  to  its  being  read,  as  there 
iras  only  part  of  the  examination  set  forth  in  the  peti- 
tion,  and  no  notice  had  been  given  to  read  the  exami* 
nadon* 

Sir  John  Cross. — If  any  part  of  the  examination  is 
to  be  read,  the  whole  ought  certainly  to  be  read ;  and 
as  no  notice  has  been  given  by  the  petitioner  of  his 
intention  to  read  it,  I  think  it  is  not  receivable. 

Mr.  Swanstan  then  put  in  an  affidavit  of  the  peti- 
tioner^ which  stated  the  particulars  of  his  examination 
before  the  Commissioner,  and  that  he  then  diatinctiy 
negatived  his  knowledge  of  the  breach  of  trust. 

Mr.  Anderdon  objected. 

Sir  John  Cross  thought  that  the  objection  must  pre- 
w\,  and  that  the  examination  itself  could  only  be  read 
on  notice. 

Mr.  Swanstan  then  read  that  part  of  the  affidavit  of 
Smith,  which  stated  that  he  had  no  knowledge  whatever 
how  the  money  was  deposited  with  Messrs.  Fergusson 
&  Co.,  and  whether  it  was  invested  in  security,  or  not. 
Who  are  the  parties  to  this  petition  ?  The  petitioners 
are  the  trustees  under  Uie  marriage  settlement;  and 
Smith,  the  husband,  was  not  appointed  a  trustee,  until 
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1841.  more  than  two  years  after  Fergusam  &  Co.  were  ad- 
^^["^^  judged  insolvent*  There  is  a  breach  of  trust,  and  there 
Smitu  m^  parties  competent  to  prove.  How  can  any  matter 
ex  post  facto  bind  the  party  ?  How  can  it  be  said,  that 
a  party,  who  was  a  stranger  at  the  time  to  the  trusts  of 
the  settlement,  and  had  no  interest  whatever  in  the  fund 
that  was  subject  to  those  trusts,  is  to  be  bound  by  any 
knowledge  he  had  then,  because  he  afterwards  acquires 
an  interest.  It  is  unnecessary  to  cite  authorities,  to 
show,  that  when  a  man  has  no  right,  he  will  not  be 
bound  by  any  knowledge  that  may  affect  such  right. 

Sir  John  Cross. — The  whole  question  in  this  case 
appears  to  me  to  turn  upon  this  single  fact — vras  the 
petitioner  Smith,  either  in  his  character  of  husband,  or 
trustee,  cognizant  of  the  breach  of  trust  before  the 
bankruptcy  of  Clarke  f  Now^  as  far  as  I  can  discover 
from  the  evidence,  it  was  not  till  the  actual  failure  of 
Clarke,  that  the  breach  of  trust  was  known.  For,  even 
supposing  that  the  cestui  que  trust  knew  that  the  trust 
money  was  deposited  with  Messrs.  Fergusson  8c  Co., 
there  is  no  evidence  that  either  she,  or  Smith,  knew  it 
was  deposited  with  them  without  any  security.  But, 
putting  the  case  still  stronger,  and  admitting  that  Smith 
knew  that  Fergusson  &  Co.  had  given  no  security  for 
the  trust  fund,  the  utmost  that  can  be  said,  is,  that 
Smith,  who  had  then  no  right  or  interest  whatever  in 
the  fund,  did  not  in  his  then  position  object  to  its  being 
so  deposited.  I  think  the  Commissioner  was  mistaken 
in  his  conclusion  fi'om  the  evidence,  if  that  evidence  was 
properly  before  him.  But  I  also  think,  if  the  petitioner 
had  any  knowledge  of  the  breach  of  trust,  before  he  had 
any  interest  in  the  fund,  that  such  knowledge  would  not 
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bind  bim.    I  am  tberefore  of  opinioDj  that  the  proof       1841. 


ought  to  be  restored. 

Ordered  as  prayed ;  the  costs  of  both  parties  to 
come  out  of  the  estate. 


Ex  parte 

Smith 

and  others* 


Ex  parte  Yates.— In  the  matter  of  Peake. Westmimur, 

June  4. 

This  was  a  petition  of  the  trustees  under  a  trust  deed  when  a  fiat  will 
to  annul  the  fiat,  which  was  sued  out  so  far  back  as  the  give  efiect  to  a 
80th  June  1840  for  the  purpose  of  overreaching  the    ^ 
trust  deed.    The  fiat,  however,  had  never  been  opened ; 
as  the  great  body  of  the  creditors  had  since  consented 
to  come  in  under  the  trust  deed,  and  the  petitioning 
creditor  also  consented  to  the  present  application.    The 
trustees  had,  in  pursuance  of  this  arrangement,  sold  all 
the  personal  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  and  had  contracted 
for  the  sale  of  the  real  estate ;  but  they  could  not  make 
a  good  title  to  the  purchaser,  unless  the  fiat  was  an- 
nulled. 

Mr.  Anderdan  appeared  in  support  of  the  petition. 

The  Court  made  the  Order  as  prayed,  upon  the 
production  of  the  consent  of  the  petitioning  cre- 
ditor. 
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v^v^            Ex  parte  Thomas  Nettleship. — In  the  matter  of 
^  .  .  .  John  Burkill. 

Jun$  4.  ^^  •      -r .        1 

An  amement,  1  HIS  was  a  petition  of  the  public  officer  of  the  Lincoln 


compilnyfng^^^^  ^^^  Lindsey  Banking  Company,  as  equitable  mortgagees, 
dSS!  tlt^n  fo'  ^^®  "sual  Order.  The  deposit  of  the  title  deeds  was 
iiii^*eztended  accompanied  with  a  memorandum  in  writing,  dated  the 
j^iwurijy      19th  December  1838,  which  stated  that  the  deposit  was 

beyond  Uiat  sum  '  ^ 

hj^^mqaent  made  by  the  bankrupt  for  securing  past  and  future 

advances,  not  exceeding  2000/.,  and  that  the  bankrupt 
thereby  agreed,  on  request,  to  execute  a  legal  mortgage 
for  securing  that  sum.  On  the  30th  January  1840  the 
bankrupt  verbally  agreed  with  the  banking  company,  that 
the  title  deeds  deposited  should  be  a  security  for  any 
additional  advance  beyond  the  sum  of  2000/.  On  the 
25th  November  1840  the  fiat  issued,  when  the  bankrupt 
was  indebted  to  the  banking  company  in  a  balance  of 
2680/.  On  the  28th  November  the  bankrupt  executed 
a  legal  mortgage  to  the  company,  without  giving  them 
any  notice  of  the  issuing  of  the  fiat. 

In  answer  to  the  statements  in  the  petition^  the  bank- 
rupt swore  that  he  never  gave  a  written  memorandum, 
or  agreed  to  extend  the  advance  beyond  the  2000/. ;  but 
he  was  contradicted  by  several  witnesses. 

Mr.  SwanstoHy  and  Mr.  W.  R.  Ellis,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  The  only  question  is,  whether  the  deposit  of 
the  deeds  can  be  considered  to  extend  as  a  security 
beyond  the  sum  of  2000/.  If  the  Court  is  satisfied  upon 
the  evidence,  that  the  bankrupt  obtained  further  credit 
from  the  bank,  on  the  understanding  that  the  deposit 
was  to  continue  a  security  for  any  further  advances, 
then  we  are  entitled  to  charge  the  estate  with  a  lien  for 


^ 
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inch  further  advances,  as  well  as  for  the  sum  of  20002. 

In  Ex  parte  Langston  (a)  Lord  JEldon  said,  that,  after  a 

deposit  of  deeds  to  charge  an  estate,  it  is  not  to  be 

infimred  that  further  advances  are  not  to  be  charged,  if 

made  out  by  the  oath  of  the  party  uncontradicted,  that 

the  additional  sum  is  to  be  a  further  charge;  and  that  it 

could  not  be  denied,  that  the  representation  of  a  man 

borrowiDg  money  may  constitute  an  express  agreement 

by  parol.    And  in  JEz  parte  Ken8ington{b)  his  Lordship 

admitted,  that  in  previous  cases  he  had  gone  the  length 

of  stating,  that  where  the  deposit  originally  was  for  a 

particular  purpose,  that  purpose  may  be  enlarged  by 

a  subsequent  parol  agreement.    In  the  subsequent  case 

also  of  £r  parte  Lloyd  {c)  it  was  expressly  decided,  that 

where  Utle  deeds  are  deposited  by  way  of  security  upon 

a  verbal  agreement,  the  deposit  may  be  extended  by  a 

subsequent  verbal  agreement. 


1841. 


Ex  parte 

NlTTLUHlP. 


Uf.Anderdonf  contri.    It  is  contrary  to  the  principle 

of  all  the  cases,  to  extend  the  operation  of  a  formal  writ* 

ten  instrument  by  parol  evidence.    Thus,  it  is  a  settled 

rale,  that  you  cannot  extend  the  security  of  a  legal  mort* 

gage  (d)  by  a  subsequent  parol  agreement.    And  Lord 

Sdan  has  more  than  once  said,  when  these  questions 

have  come  before  him,  that,  after  the  Statute  of  Frauds 

bad  required  that  an  interest  in  land  must  be  conveyed 

by  some  instrument  in  writing,  he  could  never  conceive 

opoQ  what  principle  courts  of  equity  could  have  taken 

opcm  themselves  the  authority  to  abrogate  an  express 

act  of  parliament  (e).    As  to  the  cases  which  have  been 

(«;  1  VUm,  26.  (6)  2  Vet.  &  B.  79 ;  2  Rose,  138. 

(c)  1  G.  &  J.  389.  {d)  Es  paru  Hooper,  2  RoM,  328. 

(«)  See  £ff  puru  Wkilbread,  1  Roie,  299. 
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1 841.  cited  in  support  of  this  petition,  in  Ex  parte  Lang9tan{a) 
^p^  there  was  no  contract  in  writing  at  the  time  of  the  depo- 
NsTTLsuiir.  sit,  but  a  mere  verbal  agreement;  and  the  only  question 
in  Ex  parte  Kensington  (&)  was,  whether  the  lien  on 
deeds  deposited  with  bankers  for  advances  would  conti* 
nue,  after  a  change  in  the  firm  by  the  introduction  of  a 
new  partner ;  and  Lord  Eldon  held,  that  the  continuance 
of  the  possession  of  the  deeds  by  the  new  firm  amounted 
to  a  re-delivery  of  them  by  the  bankrui^  The  same 
point  abo,  and  nothing  more,  vras  decided  in  Ex  parte 
Lhyd{c),  and  Sir  John  Leach  on  that  occarion  went 
beyond  Lord  Eldan,  in  saying  that  the  effect  of  the  judg* 
ment  in  Ex  parte  Kensington  (&)  was,  that  an  agreement, 
written  or  verbal,  not  being  by  deed,  may  be  extended 
by  parol. 

Mr.  Swanston,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court 

Sir  John  Cross. — The  first  point  that  has  been  con- 
tended for  by  the  counsel  for  the  respondents  is,  that 
where  there  is  a  written  agreement  accompanying  a  de* 
porit  of  title  deeds  to  secure  the  advance  of  a  specific 
sum,  the  security  cannot  afterwards  be  extended  by  a 
parol  agreement.  But  I  can  find  no  such  rule  of  law. 
It  is  very  true,  that  the  Statute  of  Frauds  declares  that 
no  interest  in  lands  shall  pass,  except  by  agreement  in 
writing.  But  it  has  been  over  and  over  again  decided, 
that  a  mere  deposit  of  deeds,  without  any  note  in  writing, 
is  enough  to  create  an  equitable  mortage.  If  the  point 
bad  been  new,  it  might  have  been  open  to  discusrion; 
but  the  cases  cited  have  concluded  it.    I  am  therefore 

(a)  1  Rofe,25.  (»)  3  Vei.  &  B.79;  9  Rote,  196. 

(c)  1  G.  &  J.  389. 
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ckarljr  of  opinion^  that,  in  point  of  law,  an  agreement  in 
writiiig  for  an  equitable  mortgage  may  be  extended  by  a 
sohsequent  parol  agreement.    The  only  question  there* 
fore  that  remains  to  be  considered  in  this  case  is,  whether 
there  wa8»  in  fiust,  such  subsequent  agreement.    I  own 
it  would  have  been  more  satisfiaustory,  if  there  had  been 
tone  evidence  in  writing  of  the  extension  of  the  original 
agieement.    But  it  is  distinctly  sworn  by  several  wit- 
nesses, that  on  the  30th  January,  when  the  manager  of 
the  bank  complained  that  the  bankrupt's  account  was 
consideraUy  overdrawn  beyond  the  20002.,  the  bankrupt 
agreed  that  the  bank  should  hold  the  deeds  as  a  security 
for  any  advances  beyond  that  sum;  and  this  is  quite 
probable  and  consistent  with  the  other  facts  of  the  case. 
I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  evidence  does  esta* 
Uiah  a  subsequent  agreement  to  extend  the  ori^nal 
Kcority.    But,  as  there  has  been  some  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  bank,  I  think  the  Order  should  be  with- 
out  costs. 

Common  Ordsb. 


1841. 


Ex  parte 

NlTTLKlHIP. 


Ex  parte  Dean. — In  the  matter  of  Dean. Wtstmintier, 

Jun§  5. 

This  was  a  petition  of  the  bankrupt  to  annul  the  fiat,  Atnder,btTiog 

attended  a  meet* 

00  the  ground  that  he  had  committed  no  act  of  bank-  iog  of  his  credu 
nqptcy.  It  ajqpeared,  that  a  meeting  of  his  creditors  had  by  them  to  with- 
becD  held  at  the  office  of  the  solicitor  who  sued  out  the  canTome  to  ^^ 
fill,  at  which  the  bankrupt  attended  to  exphiia  the  state  ^'^e'^1;^'' 
of  his  ajBUrs.    After  he  had  made  his  statement,  and  ^^i^^ 

tireainto  an 


of  bnkropccj, 
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1841.       been  interrogated  by  some  of  his  creditors,  he  was  re- 
y^^^^       quested  to  withdraw,  until  the  creditors  had  come  to 

£x  parte        ^ 

PsAif.  some  resolution  as  to  what  was  best  to  be  done.  He 
accordingly  withdrew  from  the  inner  to  the  outer  office, 
leaving  his  hat  in  the  former  room.  During  his  stay  in 
the  outer  office  he  was  served  with  the  copy  of  a  writ, 
upon  which  he  sent  the  clerk  into  the  inner  office  for  his 
hat,  and  went  away,  but  returned  in  an  hour ;  at  which 
period,  however,  the  meeting  had  broken  up. 

Mr.  J.  Russell  appeared  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Swansion,  and  Mr.  Bacon,  contri,  contended, 
that  the  withdrawing  of  the  bankrupt  altogether  from 
the  place  of  meeting,  without  waiting  until  he  was  called 
in  again  to  be  acquainted  with  the  resolution  of  his  cre- 
ditors, was  a  sufficient  act  of  bankruptcy;  as  the  circum- 
stances under  which  he  absented  himself  showed  that 
it  was  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  his  creditors,  and 
through  fear  of  being  served  with  process.  They  also 
said  they  would  rely  on  another  act  of  bankruptcy, 
founded  on  the  fraudulent  preference  of  a  creditor. 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  in  reply.  The  bankrupt  only  with- 
drew  from  the  meeting,  at  the  request  of  the  creditors ; 
and  was  not  told  by  them  that  he  was  expected  to  re- 
turn. The  circumstance  of  his  sending  the  clerk  for  his 
hat  into  the  inner  room,  where  the  creditors  were  assem- 
bled, showed  that  there  was  no  intention  of  concealing 
the  fact  of  his  leaving  the  office  for  a  temporary  purpose, 
and  the  fact  of  his  return  in  an  hour's  time  also  proves 
that  he  had  no  intention  to  avoid  his  creditors.     In 
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Vineent  t.  Prater(a)g  where  a  trader  absented  himself 
fnm  his  house,  where  his  creditors  were  assembled^  to 
ifoid  irritation  and  harsh  language,  this  was  held  to  be 
not  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  as  his  absence  was  not  with 
intent  to  delay  his  creditors. 


1841. 

^^^/^ 

Ex  parte 

DiAV. 


Sir  John  Cross. — I  think  the  circumstances  which 
have  been  detailed  show,  clearlyi  that  the  bankrupt  was 
expected  to  return  to  the  room  in  which  the  creditors 
were  assembled;  for  he  was  merely  desired  to  witlidraw, 
UDtil  they  could  come  to  some  resolution  on  the  state  of 
his  aflOurs ;  and  the  circumstance  of  his  leaving  his  hat 
io  the  room  shows,  also,  that  he  was  conscious  that  his 
pretence  would  be  again  required.  He  is,  however, 
cootrary  to  his  expectations,  served  with  the  copy  of  a 
writ  in  the  outer  office,  which  induces  him  to  send  the 
clerk  in  for  his  hat,  and  abruptly  to  leave  the  office,  not 
finding  it  so  agreeable  to  return,  until  his  creditors  had 
dispersed.  It  appears  to  me,  that  his  thus  absenting 
bimself  from  the  place  of  meeting  amounts  to  a  clear  act 
of  bankruptcy. 

Petition  dismissed. 

(a)  4  Taunt.  G03. 


Ex  parte  Fletcher. — In  the  matter  of  Proud. 

IHIS  was  a  petition  praying  that  a  party  might  be 
committed  for  contempt,  for  taking  forcible  possession 
of  the  bankrupt's  stock  in  trade  and  effects  whilst  in  the 
custody  of  the  messenger. 

Mdooe  wroDg,  gate  op  tbe  poisessioo  again, —  the  Court,  on  a  petition 
^  a  coatcnpC,  only  oidcred  him  to  pay  tbe  coats  of  the  petition. 

VOL.  II.  K 


IVatminiUr, 
Jun§  5. 

Where  a  party 
took  forcible 
possession  of 
the  bankrupt's 
effects,  whilst 
in  the  custody 
oftberoesseneer. 
but,  finding  he 
to  commit  him 
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1841.  Mr.  Swanstan,  and  Mr.  AnderdoHf  in  support  of  the 

JT^^^       petition,  urged  that  the  possession  was  taken  by  the 

£t  psrto 

Flttcubb.  party  complained  against,  in  avowed  defiance  of  the  au- 
thority of  this  Court;  for  he  must  have  known  that  the 
person  dispossessed  was  the  officer  of  the  Court. 

Mr.  Bacon,  cantrd,  did  not  question  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  to  commit  for  a  contempt  of  its  officer,  or  its 
process;  but  the  party  complained  of  was  ignorant  of  his 
own  authority,  thinking,  that  as  he  had  a  prior  claim 
to  the  bankrupt's  goods,  he  had  a  right  to  seize  them, 
though  in  possession  of  the  messenger.  As  soon,  how* 
ever,  as  he  was  satisfied  of  his  error,  he  withdrew  firom 
the  possession  of  the  property.  The  Court,  therefore, 
will  not  under  these  circumstances  commit  the  party; 
and  the  only  question  is,  whether  it  will  enforce  the  pay* 
ment  of  costs  by  him. 

Sir  John  Cross  said,  that,  without  going  into  a  long 
discussion  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  there  had  been  a  gross 
contempt  committed,  by  a  forcible  dispossession  of  the 
officer  of  the  Court,  who,  it  appears,  had  been  in  pos- 
session of  the  property  for  two  months  previously.  It  is 
now  said  by  his  counsel,  that  he  was  shortly  convinced 
of  his  error,  and  gave  up  the  property  to  the  messenger. 
But  the  least  I  can  do  is,  to  make  him  pay  the  costs  of 
this  petition. 
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Ex  parte  Robe.— In  the  matter  of  Ross. 

This  was  a  petition  of  the  executor  of  an  equitable 
mortgagee  of  a  policy  of  assurance  on  the  bankrupt's 
life,  for  the  usual  Order.  It  appearedj  that  the  policy  in 
question  was  effected  in  the  year  1834  with  a  mutual 
wurance  company ;  that  the  bankrupt  continued  to  pay 
the  premium  on  the  policy ;  that  notice  of  tlie  transfer  of 
tlie  policy  was  not  given  until  the  19th  March  1841, 
which  was  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  that  having  been 
coDunitted  on  the  3d  March ;  and  that  the  fiat  issued  on 
the  24ih  March. 

Mr.  W.  R.  JElUs,  in  support  of  the  petition,  relied  on 
the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11.  s.  12.,  which  declares  that  all  con- 
Tejraoces  by  any  bankrupt,  bon&Jide  made  and  executed 
before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the  fiat,  shall  be  valid, 
notwithstanding  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  by  him 
eoDunitted,  provided  the  person  to  whom  the  bankrupt 
10  conveyed  had  not,  at  the  time  of  such  conveyance, 
ootiee  of  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  by  him  committed. 
Now,  in  this  case,  there  is  no  pretence  that  thd  party 
hid  any  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  on 
the  3d  March. 


1841. 

Wt$tminU€r, 
Jmm€  6, 
Although  no 
notice  is  given 
loan  insorance 
office  of  the  de- 
posit of  a  policy 
with  an  equi- 
table mortga^« 
tembU,  that  it 
is  not  a  case  of 
reputed  owner- 
ship, unless 
some  evidence 
is  offered  that 
the  bankrupt 
was  still  reputed 
to  be  the  owner. 

Where  the  po- 
licy is  efiected 
b;^  the  bankrupt 
with  a  mutual 
assurance  com- 
pany, in  which 
all  tne  insurers 
are  considered 
as  copartners, 
such  a  notice  is 
not  necessary. 


Mr.  Swamton,  contrcL  The  act  of  parliament  that  has 
been  relied  on  by  the  petitioner  relates  only  to  convey^ 
oMceg,  and  the  protection  oi  purduuers.  Here  there  was 
no  conveyance  or  purchase  (a).    The  party,  therefore. 


(•)  B«t  «e  2  &  a  Ykt.  c.  29,  which  renders  valid  all  dealingt  and 
trmiuaetiant  with  the  bankrupt,  if  the  party  so  dealing  had  no  notice  of  any 
poor  act  of  bankruptcy.    And  see  EifarU  Smith,  r$  Styan,  pott. 

k2 
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1841.  with  whom  the  policy  was  deposited,  having  omitted  to 
^p^^  give  notice  of  such  deposit  to  the  office  until  after  the 
Roi».  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  bankrupt  continued  the  reputed 
owner ;  and  he  was,  in  point  of  law,  the  actual  owner. 
The  Courts  have  always  held,  that  where  a  bankrupt  has 
once  been  the  true  owner  of  property,  and  has  not  trans- 
ferred the  possession  of  it,  whatever  secret  disposition 
he  may  have  made,  he  is  still  to  be  accounted  the  reputed 
owner.  Now,  the  bankrupt  in  this  case  continued  to 
pay  the  annual  premium  on  the  policy ;  no  entry  of  any 
transfer  of  the  policy  was  made  in  the  books  at  the  office; 
and  the  insurance  company  must  therefore  have  still  sup- 
posed him  to  be  the  real  owner  of  the  policy. 

Sir  John  Cross.  — Reputed  ownership  is  entirely  a 
question  of  fact.  In  the  present  case,  the  possession  of 
the  policy  itself  was  transferred  to  the  testator,  to  secure 
the  repayment  of  a  loan  of  money.  Then,  what  posses- 
sion, order,  and  disposition,  has  the  bankrupt  since  had 
of  this  policy  of  assurance  ?  In  one  word,  what  dominion 
has  he  ever  since  had  over  it  ?  I  cannot  bring  myself  to 
think,  that  this  is  a  case  of  reputed  ownership,  without 
some  evidence  of  the  fact;  that  the  bankrupt  teas  the 
reputed  owner.  In  order  to  constitute  reputation  of 
ownership,  surely  some  proof  should  be  required  from 
persons  who  knew  him  once  to  be  the  owner,  and  be- 
lieved him  still  to  be  so.  There  is,  however,  another 
point  in  this  case,  namely,  that  this  is  a  mutual  assu- 
rance office ;  and  therefore,  if  notice  of  the  transfer  was 
material,  notice  must,  under  these  circumstances,  be 

presumed. 

Common  Order* 
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Ex  parte  Whitworth  and  others. — In  the  matter  of 
Cooke. 

This  was  the  petition  of  creditors,  holding  various  se- 
curities for  their  debt,  to  stay  the  bankrupt's  certificate. 
The  petition  stated,  that  at  the  date  of  the  fiat  the  sum 
of  60002.  was  due  to  the  petitioners  from  the  bankrupt, 
besides  interest;  that  in  the  year  1838,  a  policy  of  assu- 
nnce  had  been  deposited  with  the  petitioners  by  the 
bankrupt,  and  in  1839  there  were  also  two  different  de- 
posits of  the  title  deeds  of  certain  freehold  property ; 
that  these  securities  had  been  valued  at  the  sum  of 
4iOO^,  so  that  there  would  be  a  balance  of  2800/.  still 
owing  to  the  petitioners,  after  deducting  the  value  of  the 
securities ;  that  the  debts  proved  under  the  fiat  amounted 
to  1900/.;  and  that  the  balance  therefore  claimed  by 
the  petitioners  would  much  more  than  turn  the  bank- 
rapt*s  certificate. 

The  petitioners  also  alleged,  that  the  bankrupt  had 
mvolved  them  in  litigation  with  other  parties,  by  giving 
the  latter  cognovits  on  their  suing  out  elegits  against 
the  property,  on  which  the  petitioners  had  a  lien.  It 
qqpeared,  however,  fi*om  the  statement  of  the  bankrupt, 
that  upon  a  great  part  of  the  account  depending  between 
him  and  the  petitioners,  the  bankrupt  was  only  secon- 
darily liable,  and  in  the  nature  of  a  surety ;  that  every 
one  of  bis  creators  had  signed  his  certificate,  except  these 
petitioners ;  and  that  this  petition  was  only  presented  the 
very  day  before  the  bankrupt's  certificate  would  have 
been  allowed  in  due  course  of  law. 


1841. 


WeHmimter, 
June  5. 

Where  all  the 
creditor!,  except 
the  petiiionen, 
had  ugned  the 
bankrupt's  cer- 
tificate, and 
the^,  on  the  day 
before  it  would 
have  been  al- 
lowed in  doe 
coorae  of  law, 
presented  a  peti- 
tion to  stay  It,  on 
the  ground  that 
the  amount  of 
their  debt,  after 
deducting  the 
value  of  the  se- 
curities held  by 
them,  would 
turn  the  certifi- 
cate, and  that 
they  had  been 
involved  in  liti- 
gation and  ex- 
pense in  estab- 
lishing the  vali- 
dity of  their  se- 
curities; but  it 
did  not  appear 
Uiat  Uie  bank- 
rupt was  a  party 
to  such  litiga- 
tion, or  had  oc- 
casioned any 
delay  to  the  pe- 
titioners; the 
Court  refused  to 
stay  the  certifi- 
cate. 


Mr.  Swanstan,  and  Mr.  Keene,  in  support  of  the  peti- 
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1841.  tion.  The  sum  of  1100/.  would  be  sufficient  to  turn  the 
El  parte  bankrupt's  certificate;  but  we  say,  that  there  will  be 
^wT^h^  2800Z.  owing  to  the  petitioners,  after  giving  credit  for  the 
full  value  of  the  securities.  The  other  side  rest  their 
case  on  a  charge  of  usury,  because  the  petitioners 
have  charged  postage  and  commission,  besides  interest, 
in  their  account  with  the  bankrupt.  But  this  charge  of 
usury  will  appear  to  be  without  any  foundation,  when  the 
account  is  properly  examined.  In  staying  a  certificate, 
the  Court  will  always  exercise  a  discretionary  power  on 
the  subject,  and  does  not  sit  with  mere  ministerial  func- 
tions, to  see  that  the  requisites  of  the  certificate  have  been 
observed.  This  doctrine  was  laid  down  by  Sir  J.  Cross 
in  Ex  parte  May  (a),  where  there  appeared  to  have  been 
dealings  to  a  great  amount  between  the  petitioner  and 
the  bankrupt,  and  the  debt  due  to  the  petitioner  was 
stated  to  be  as  large  as  those  of  all  the  other  creditors 
put  together;  and,  under  these  circumstances,  Sir  J.  Cross 
sdd  that  the  Court  ought  to  pause,  before  it  confirmed  the 
certificate.  We  only  ask  the  same  thing  in  this  case, 
and  that  the  Court  will  merely  postpone  the  allowance  of 
the  certificate,  until  the  petitioners  can  prove  for  the 
balance  due  to  them,  after  deducting  the  value  of  their 
securities. 

Mr.  Anderdon^  and  Mr.  Hall,  appeared  on  behalf  of 
the  assignees. 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  for  the  bankrupt.  The  Court  will 
never  stay  a  certificate,  when  the  petition  is  presented 
under  such  circumstances  as  these,  where  every  creditor 
but  the  petitioners  have  signed  the  certificate ;  and  it 

(a)  Mont.  &  C.  29 ;  3  Deac.  382. 
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cumoi  be  ascertained^ — till  the  petidoners  have  realized 
their  secoritiesy  and  an  account  is  taken  between  them 
and  the  bankrupt^ — whether  the  latter  owes  them  a  sin- 
gle farthing ;  for  the  bankrupt  swears  that  the  securities 
held  by  the  petitioners  will  produce  twenty  shillings  in 
the  pound  on  the  amount  of  their  debt.  He  was  then 
stopped  by  the  Court. 


1841. 

£z  parte 

Whit  WORTH 

and  others. 


Mr.  Keene^  in  reply.  There  is  enough  in  this  case 
to  induce  the  Court  to  pause,  before  it  confirms  the 
certificate ;  in  order  that  there  may  be  an  examination 
of  the  accounts  between  the  petitioners  and  the  bank- 
ropty  and  that  the  conduct  of  the  latter  may  be  properly 
uquired  into.  The  bankrupt,  by  giving  cognovits  to 
other  parties  who  sued  out  elegits  on  his  property,  has 
involved  the  petitioners  in  an  expensive  litigation  to 
establish  their  prior  lien. 


Sir  John  Cross. — I  cannot  discover  any  circumstances 

in  this  case,  from  which  any  improper  conduct  can  be 

imputed  to  the  bankrupt,  so  as  to  induce  the  Court  to  rc- 

fiise  him  his  certificate.    The  litigation  that  has  been 

complained  of  appears  to  have  been  caused  by  parties, 

over  whom  the  bankrupt  had  no  control.    All  the  rest  that 

is  known  is,  that  this  unfortunate  gentleman  has  got  his 

certificate  signed  by  all  his  creditors,  except  the  one  who 

now  holds  out.    This  shows  the  general  approbation  that 

was  entertained  by  them  of  his  conduct.    The  petitioners 

all^e,  that  they  have  only  presented  this  petition  under 

very  special  circumstances,  which  have  caused  them  much 

expense  and  delay.    This  may  be  all  true ;  but  the  bank- 

ropt  is  not  a  party  to  the  inconvenience  which  they  allege 

to  have  sustained.   I  think,  therefore,  that  I  cannot,  with 
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1841.        any  degree  of  justice  to  the  bankrupt,  stay  this  certifi- 

Ex  parte      ^^^^ '  ^"^  ^^^^  ^^^  petitioners  must  pay  him  the  costs  of 
Whitworth     4.1,  •    -^au:^„ 
•Ddotben.     this  petition. 

Petition  dismissed  with  costs. 


Ex  parte  James  Henry  Mackey,  Nathaniel  James 
White  Holt,  and  Alexander  Augustus  Mackey. 
Wtstmintttr,       — In  the  matter  of  William  Morrison. 

Jttttf  7. 

A  LoodoQfinn    XHE  petitioners  James  H.  Machey  and  N.  J.  W.  Holtf 

advance  money       _  .    ,         ,      .  .      t        i 

to  a  merchant,  who  Carried  OH  business  m  London  as  copartners,  were 
make  a  consign-  the  agents  and  correspondents  of  a  firm  trading  at  Cal- 
compondenu  cutta,  under  the  name  of  J.  Mackey  &  Co.,  in  which  last 
tbey  uSwas'a^M^  mentioned  firm  the  petitioner  Alexander  A.  Mackey  was 
wtig^wwih*^^  a  partner.    The  petition,  so  far  as  regarded  Alexander 

tb^  send  to       ^^  Machev.  was  presented  on  behalf  of  himself  and  his 

their  conespon*  •^ '  "^ 

denuwithanac-  copartners.     It  appeared,  that  the  bankrupt  applied  to 

count  of  the 

transaction,  and  the  London  firm,  as  the  agents  and  correspondents  of  the 

a  direction  for 

the  latter  to  re-  Calcutta  firm,  and  proposed  to  make  a  shipment  of  sta- 

proceeds  to  the  tionery  to  the  latter  firm  for  sale  on  his  account  and  risk, 

Uirough  them.  OH  having  an  advance  made  him  by  the  London  firm  of 

denu^n^**'  one  half  of  the  invoice  price,  such  advance  to  be  repaid 

nSTcUreSJyio  ^^^  ^^  *'*®  return  proceeds  of  the  goods  which  were  to  be 

the  merchant  a  remitted  or  consigned  by  the  Calcutta  firm  to  the  London 

bill  of  exchange  ^  •' 

dravrn  upon  the  finn  for  that  purpose.    The  petition  stated  it  to  be  the 

London  firm  for  jt     «r  r 

the  full  amount  custom  of  trade,  that  where  consignments  of  goods  are 
in  the  following  made  through  a  merchant  to  his  correspondents  abroad, 
through  your     and  advauccs  are  made  by  the  merchant  to  the  consignor, 

good  ttlvtt  &c." 

The  bill  of  ex-    the  advances  are  to  be  secured  and  paid  out  of  the  return 

change  b  re- 
ceived by  the  assignees  of  the  merchant,  who  becomes  bankrupt  before  its  arrival.    Hold,  that 
they  are  bound  to  give  it  up,  on  being  paid  the  difference  between  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  and 
the  advance  made  to  the  bankrupt,  and  that  the  London  and  Indian  firms  might  properly  join 
in  presenting  a  petition  to  have  the  bill  delivered  up. 
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proceeds,  which  are  to  be  remitted  or  consigned  to  the 
merchant  by  his  correspondents  for  that  purpose.  The 
petition  stated,  that  the  London  firm,  relying  upon  the 
above  arrangement,  and  also  upon  the  aforesaid  custom  of 
trade,  acceded  to  the  proposal  of  the  bankrupt,  and  ad- 
vanced him  one  half  of  the  invoice  price  of  the  goods, 
which  he  shipped  to  the  Calcutta  firm ;  he  having  pre- 
Tiously  delivered  to  them  the  invoice  and  bill  of  lading, 
ibich  they  transmitted  to  the  Calcutta  firm  with  the 
following  letter. 

"  London,  May  28th  1840. 

"  Accompanying  is  the  bill  of  lading  for  stationery 
shipped  by  Mr.  Wm.  Morrison  per  Owen  Glendower 
to  your  address,  costing  per  his  invoice  annexed 
467/.  1&.  9d.  We  advanced  this  gentleman  on  this  ship- 
ment 2S8/.  18s.  4fd.;  you  will  please  sell  on  arrival,  and 
remit  through  us  as  he  may  direct." 

The  Calcutta  firm  sold  the  consigned  goods,  trans- 
nutted  the  accounts  of  the  sales  to  the  London  firm,  as 
veil  as  to  the  bankrupt,  and  sent  to  the  latter  a  letter 
dated  December  17th  1840,  containing  the  following  pas- 
sage. ^  We  have  none  of  your  favours  to  reply  to.  We 
inclose  account  sales  stationery,  ex  Otoen  Glendower, 
netting  r*.  S502.6.  brought  to  a  point  by  our  draft 
fiivoaring  you,  payable  through  our  friends  Messrs. 
Mackey,  Holt  &  Co.  for  2621. 16s.  Sd.*" 

The  draft  mentioned  in  the  letter,  and  inclosed  in  it, 
was  as  follows : 

''  No.  S34  exchange  per  sterling  262/.  169.  2d. 

Calcutta,  December  16th  1840. 

''  Ten  months  after  date  of  this  our  first  of  exchange 
(second  and  third  of  same  tenor  and  date  being  unpaid), 
please  pay  to  Mr.  William  Morrison,  through  your  good 


1841. 

£x  parte 

Macsby 

and  others. 


and  otberi« 
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1841.       selves,  or  order,  the  sum  of  2621.  ISs.  2d.  sterling  yaAun 
y^^"^       received,  and  place  the  same  to  account  *  general,'  behig 

£x  ptrte 

Mactiv^      in  full  of  proceeds  of  stationery  ex  Owen  Olendower. 

J.  Mackey  &  Co. 
To  Messrs.  Mackey  k  Co.'' 

Before  this  letter   reached   England,   the  fiat  was 
issued,  dated  January  S6th  1841,  and  the  letter  was  re- 
ceived by  the  assignees,  who  presented  the  draft  inclosed 
in  it  to  the  London  firm,  requiring  of  them  an  absolute 
acceptance  of  the  draft.    The  London  firm  refiised  to 
comply  with  this  demand,  and  required  that  the  draft 
should  be  delivered  up  to  them,  on  their  paying  the 
balance  of  the  amount  for  which  it  was  drawn,  after 
deducting  firom  that  amount  the  sum  of  228/.  18«.  Asd. 
advanced  by  them  to  the  bankrupt,  for  which  they 
claimed  a  lien  on  the  bill  as  the  return  proceeds  of  the 
goods;  insisting,  that  as  to  those  proceeds  the  assignees 
were  trustees  for  the  London  firm,  as  the  bankrupt 
would  have  been  if  no  fiat  had  issued.    On  the  assignees 
refusing  to  give  up  the  bill,  the  present  petition  was 
presented,  for  a  declaration  that  the  London  firm  were 
entitled  to  have  the  sum  of  22BL  18^.  4ef.,  advanced  by 
them,  reimbursed  and  paid  to  them  out  of  the  sum  of 
2621.  \6$.  2d,y  the  amount  of  the  return  proceeds,  and 
to  have  the  draft  for  that  amount  applied -for  that  pur- 
pose as  against  the  assignees,  the  petitioners  offering  to 
pay  the  assignees  the  balance ;  and  that  the  bill  might 
be  delivered  up  to  the  London  firm ;  and  that  until  such 
delivery  the  assignees  might  be  restrained  firom  pro- 
ceeding upon  it  against  the  Calcutta  firm. 

Mr.  Swatiston,  and  Mr.  Anderdon,  in  support  of  the 
petition.    The  form  of  the  bill  of  exchange  itself  shows 


1 


and  others. 
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wbat  WB8  to  be  the  mode  of  adjusting  the  accounts        184]. 
between  the  London  firm  and  the  bankrupt;  for  the       ^^">^*^ 

£z  parte 

expression  "  pay  through  your  good  selves,"  which  is      Macot 
not  the  common  form  employed  in  such  instruments, 
can  have  no  other  meaning  than  that  the  London  firm 
were  to  deduct  firom  the  amount  for  which  the  bill  was 
drawn  the  sums  advanced  by  them  on  the  security  of  the 
Tetom  proceeds.    And,  independently  of  this  circum- 
stance, the  understanding  between  the  parties,  whether 
arising  firom  express  agreement,  or  by  the  usage  of  trade, 
together  with  the  handing  over  by  the  bankrupt  of  the 
biU  of  ladmg  to  the  London  firm,  and  the  transmission 
of  it  by  them,  with  notice  of  the  agreement,  to  the  Cal- 
cutta firm,  would  be  quite  sufficient  to  give  the  London 
firm  a  valid  lien  on  the  return  proceeds  for  the  amount 
of  their  advance,  and  to  constitute  the  bankrupt,  to  the 
extent  of  that  advance,  a  trustee  of  the  proceeds,  if  they 
bad  reached  him,  for  the  London  firm.     If  the  return 
proceeds  bad  consisted  of  goods,  instead  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
cbnge,  it  would  have  been  impossible  to  raise  a  question 
on  the  subject  (a). 

Mr.  Cwnooodi  and  Mr.  Bovil,  for  the  assignees. 
The  petitioners  have  not  shown,  nor  can  it  be  shown, 
diat  the  exprtfftion  which  they  rely  upon  in  the  bill  of 
exchange  has  any  such  meaning  among  merchants  as 
diat  which  they  attribute  to  it;  and  it  is  a  meaning, 
wUch  the  words  in  their  ordinary  signification  by  no 
means  import.  It  would  have  been  easy  to  have  said, 
"  Give  credit  in  account,*'  if  that  had  been  what  was 
intended  by  the  parties ;  and  then  the  instrument  would 

(«)  See  Ex  paru  FUnon,  3  M.  &  A.  224 ;  4  Deac  &  C.  449;  and  £x 
ftruC0p€lMnd,%U.k  A.  177;  3  Deac.  &  C.  199. 


and  olben. 
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1841.       not  have  been,  as  it  now  is,  negotiable.    Next,  with  re- 
^IT^"^       RArd  to  the  affreement,  it  may  be  true,  that  if  the  bill 

£z  parte        o  « 

MikCKBT  had  been  remitted  directly  to  the  London  firm,  they 
might  have  had  a  lien  upon  it;  but  there  must  be  pos* 
session,  to  constitute  lien ;  and  if,  instead  of  remitting 
through  the  London  firm,  according  to  their  directions, 
their  Calcutta  correspondents  chose  to  remit  directly  to 
the  bankrupt,  so  as  to  deprive  the  London  firm  of  their 
security,  or  the  return  proceeds,  that  may  be  a  very 
good  ground  for  proceedings  by  the  London  firm  agunst 
their  correspondents,  but  is  no  reason  why  they  should 
take  more  than  their  proportionate  shareof  the  bankrupt's 
estate.  This  consideration  proves,  also,  that  the  peUtion 
is  bad,  on  account  of  the  misjoinder,  as  petitioners,  of 
parties  who  have  adverse  interests.  It  is  also  multifii- 
rious ;  for  the  relief  sought  by  the  Calcutta  firm,  against 
the  consequences  of  their  own  act,  is  perfectly  disUnct 
from  that  prayed  for  by  the  London  firm. 

Mr.  Swanston  was  not  called  upon  to  address  the 
Court  in  reply. 

Sir  John  Cross. — This  is  a  question  of  the  plainest 
kind  among  men  of  business,  to  whom  it  would  be  a 
matter  of  surprise  that  it  should  have  l%i  to  so  long  a 
discussion  among  lawyers.  The  bankrupt  made  a  con- 
signment through  a  London  house,  which  advanced 
2281.  on  the  value  of  the  goods,  and  in  part  payment  for 
them.  The  goods  went  out  to  India,  but  produced  less 
than  was  expected ;  instead  of  being  400/.,  the  proceeds 
were  no  more  than  2621.  Of  this  amount  228L  had 
already  been  paid ;  and  the  whole  question  is  what  re- 
mains due  to  the  consignor  ?    If  there  had  been  no 
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bankruptcy,  it  would  have  been  impossible  to  start  a 
doobt  upon  the  subject    The  Indian  house  had  been 
apprised  that  the  London  house  had  paid  SS8Z.;  and 
thorefore,  if  the  Indian  house  had  drawn  for  34/.  in 
frfour  of  the  bankrupt,  it  would  have  been  all  that  he 
was  entitled  to.     Instead  of  doing  so,  however,  the  In- 
&n  house,  acting  consistently  with  the  forms  of  busi- 
ness, remit  a  bill  for  the  whole  amount  to  the  consignor; 
bat  they  introduce  into  the  bill  an  expression,  which,  it 
his  been  argued,  has  no  meaning,  but  which  obviously 
means, ''  pay  through  the  account  between  you  and  the 
consignor  on  this  subject,"  pointing  plainly  to  the  ad- 
Tince  already  made.    If  therefore  the  London  house 
hid  written  on  the  bill  **  accepted  for  34Z.,"  that  would 
biye   been    sufficient.    And    if  the    present    holders 
brought  an  action  against  the  drawers  of  the  bill,  all 
they  could  recover  would  be  34/.     It  is  true,  that  if  the 
utignees  negotiated  the  bill,  that  would  be  a  fraud 
against  which  the  drawers  would  have  no  remedy  except 
igabst  the  assignees,  but  this  consideration  does  not 
appear  to  afiect  the  question.     I  think,  therefore,  that 
OQ  payment  of  the  balance,  the  petitioners  are  entitled  to 
hive  the  bill  delivered  up.    It  does  not  appear  to  me 
that  the  petition  is  multifarious,  or  that  the  petitioners 
have  inconsistent  claims  in  respect  of  the  subject  of  it. 


1841. 


Ex  parte 
Macket 

andotben. 


The  Order  was,  that  the  bill  should  be  delivered 
up  to  the  petitioners,  on  their  paying  34/.  to  the 
assignees.    Costs  out  of  the  estate. 
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Wesminuer,         gj  parte  Pearce. — In  the  matter  of  Lanomead. 

CommiasioDcrs    rvi 

are  empowered  1  HIS  was  the  petition  of  the  clerk  to  the  commissioners 

parliament  to  appointed  under  an  act  of  parliament  of  6  WtU.  4.  entitled 

du^eson vessels  ^'^n  Act  for  Improving,  Maintaining,  and  Regulating 

bSS^and  ai^'  ^^e  HarbouT  of  Teignmouth,  and  the  Navigation  of  the 

iivi^at  JH^  River  Teign  in  the  County  of  Devon,**  and  it  prayed  for 

oTtin^^S^th*'  *"  injunction  to  restrain  the  assignees  from  prosecuting 

harbour,  and  an  action  against  the  commissioners  for  a  debt  due  from 

they  are  re-  ° 

quired  to  apply  them  to  the  bankrupt,  on  the  ground  of  there  being  a 
duties  in  the      larger  sum  due  from  the  bankrupt  to  them. 

improvement  t^       ,  .  .  «    ,  .  .     . 

of  the  harbour.  By  the  provisions  of  the  act  certain  comnussioners 
in  the  improve-  therein  named,  and  of  whom  the  bankrupt  was  one, 
river.  They  ^^^  authorized  and  empowered  to  improve  the  navi- 
nSwIUved  by  P^^on  of  the  river  Teign,  and  also  to  improve  the  harbour 
SXiTl^mb^r  ^f  Teignmouth,  and  for  that  purpose  to  levy  rates  and 
who  is  a  banker,  duties  on  vessels  and  goods  entering  the  harbour,  and 

and  actsastrea-  o  e  ' 

surer,  and  the     certab  tolls  on  vessels  and  their  cargoes  navigating  the 

accounts  and  ,  .  , 

drafts  relating    river ;  and  they  were  required  to  apply  the  monies  arising 

to  the  harboiJ     ^         '  ^  ^  ,      .  o   y^     ^ 

and  river  are      from  the  rates  and  duties  in  the  improvement  of  the  bar 

separated  and 

distinguished  and  harbour  of  Teignmouth,  and  the  monies  arising  from 
The  banker  '  the  tolls  to  the  improvement  of  the  navigation  of  the 
/Ju^^at  a  debt  nver;  they  were  also  empowered  to  borrow  money  at 
orone^ciS'nt  interest  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  12fi00L 
armst  a  deM^  in  the  whole,  upon  the  security  of  the  rates  and  duties,  or 
?h  *  **h^^  °i  ^f  ^®  to^s  granted  by  the  act ;  and  it  was  also  enacted, 
that  the  as-       that  the  Commissioners  might  sue  or  be  sued  in  the  name 

signees  might 

be  restrained      of  their  clerk  for  the  time  being. 

from  proceeding 

against  the  At  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  act,  the  bankrupt 

to  recover  Uie     carried  on  business  as  a  banker  at  Teignmouth,  in 

although  the      Copartnership  with  one  Robert  Jordan,  who  was  ap- 

furaifhTgc^  pointed  treasurer  to  the  commissioners.  The  funds  of 
legal  defence. 


"\ 
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the  commisdoners  consisted  of  monies  arising  from  the 
harbour  and  river  dues  under  the  act,  and  of  loans,  of 
which  some  were  charged  exclusively  upon  the  harbour 
dues,  and  others  exclusively  upon  the  river  dues;  and 
these  monies  were  paid  to  the  treasurer,  (who  allowed 
interest  on  the  balances  from  time  to  time  in  hb  hands), 
lad  were  by  him  deposited  in  the  banking  house  of 
^Langmead  and  Jordan*''    The  account  of  sums  re- 
ceived in  respect  of  the  harbour  was,  by  the  direction 
of  the  commissioners,  kept  separate  from  the  account  of 
soms  received  in  respect  of  the  river;  there  being  in  the 
treasurer's  account  book  two  accounts,  headed  respec- 
tively, "  No.  1.  Harbour  Account,"  and  **  No.  2.  River 
Account.''    The  payments  were  made  by  the  treasurer 
on  drafts  drawn  by  the  commissioners,  and  if  the  money 
for  which  the  draft  was  given  was  an  expenditure  on  the 
harbour,  the  draft  was  headed  **  Harbour,''  but  if  it 
rdated  to  expenditure  on  the  improvement  of  the  river 
it  was  headed  ^^  River."    The  drafts  were  presented  to 
the  treasurer  at  the  banking  house  and  were  paid  by 
him  there,  or  by  the  clerk  of  the  banking  firm.    The 
treasurer,  Robert  Jordan,  having  died  in  November 
1837,  the  banking  business  at  Teignmouth  was  carried 
on  by  the  bankrupt  on  his  sole  account,  and  in  his  name 
alone;  and  no  other  person  was  appointed  treasurer,  in 
the  stead  oi  Jordan;  but  the  monies  received  on  account 
of  the  commissioners  were  paid  into  the  banking  house, 
and  the  payments  made  on  their  account  were  placed  to 
thdr  debit  by  the  bankrupt  in  the  account  bode,  in  the 
same  manner  as  {ureviously  to  the  death  oi  Jordan. 

At  the  date  of  the  fiat,  the  balance  of  the  harbour 
account  was  1414/.  &.8cf.,  in  favour  of  the  commissioners; 
and  the  balance  of  the  river  account  was  9&dU  4««  Qd.^  in 


1841. 


£z  parte 
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1841.  favour  of  the  bankrupt.  No  proof  had  been  tendered 
^^^^^^  on  behalf  of  the  commissioners,  in  respect  of  the  debt 
PiARct.  Jug  iQ  tj^gjjj  f|.Qm  ti^g  bankrupt;  but  the  assignees  having 
commenced  an  action  for  the  balance  due  from  the  com- 
missioners on  the  river  account,  the  present  application 
was  made  to  restrain  further  proceedings  in  it  and  for 
an  account,  with  liberty  to  prove  under  the  fiat  for  what 
should  be  found  due  to  the  commissioners. 

Mr.  Russellf  for  the  petition.  The  Court  will  not  allow 
the  assignees  to  proceed,  but  will  assume  a  jurisdiction, 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  estate  firom  wasteful 
expenditure;  Ex  parte  Clegg(a). 

Mr.  Swanstotif  and  Mr.  Serjt.  Manninff,  for  the 
assignees.  This  is  an  application  for  an  injunction  on 
grounds,  which,  if  valid  at  all,  would  furnish  a  good 
defence  at  law.  Such  grounds  have  never  been  held  sufii- 
cient  to  warrant  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity  by 
way  of  injunction,  nor  will  the  Court  restrain  the  assignees 
from  asserting  their  legal  right,  on  the  ground  of  expense 
to  the  estate;  there  being  no  reason  for  supposing  that  the 
petitioner  is  a  better  protector  of  the  estate,  than  those 
who  are  chosen  by  the  creditors  to  protect  it.  [Sir  JoAn 
Crass*  As  to  the  equity  of  the  case,  it  is  not  a  naked 
question  between  party  and  party.  The  petitioner  is 
one  of  several  cestui  que  trusts,  who  complains  that  the 
trustees  are  carrying  on  a  wasteful  improper  suit  against 
some  of  the  cestui  que  trusts  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
general  estate.]  The  estate  would  not  be  prejudiced;  as 
the  assignees  cannot  charge  it  with  the  costs  of  an  im- 

(a)  1  M.  &  A.  91. 
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proper  action ;  and  whether  the  action  is  an  improper  one, 
or  not,  is  a  question  to  be  brought  before  the  officer  of 
the  Court  first  and  afterwards,  if  necessary,  before  this 
Court  itself.     In  Ex  parte  Clegg,  the  case  was  one  of 
account,  a  clear  subject  of  equitable  jurisdiction.     Then, 
with  regard  to  the  merits  of  the  case;  the  commissioners 
are  trustees  for  two  distinct  purposes:  one  for  improving 
the  river,  and  the  other  for  improving  the  harbour  and 
for  repairing  the  boundaries  between  the  river  and  har- 
bour.    They  kept  their  accounts  with  the  bankers,  not 
merely  as  bankers,  but  as  trustees,  having  notice  of  the 
trusts  afiecting  the  funds.     They  had  two  accounts,  one 
in  respect  of  the  harbour,  and  the  other  in  respect  of  the 
liver;  and  the  commissioners  could  not,  without  commit- 
ting a  breach  of  trust,  apply  to  one  of  those  purposes  the 
funds  directed  to  be  applied  to  the  other.     The  case  is 
analogous  to  that  of  a  person  keeping  two  accounts  with 
liis  banker,  one  as  executor  of  A.,  and  the  other  as  exe- 
cutor of  B.,  the  banker  having  notice  of  the  character  of 
the  funds  and  of  the  trusts  affecting  them.    The  accounts 
are  as  distinct,  as  they  would  be  if  kept  by  two  distinct 
sets  of  commissioners. 


1841. 


£z  parte 
Pea  BOB. 


Mr.  Ruisellt  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 


Sir  John  Cross. — There  was  only  one  account  of 
binker  and  customer  between  the  bank  and  the  com- 
missioners ;  and  if  the  bank  had  been  indebted  to  the 
commissioners  in  one  sum  on  account  of  the  harbour, 
tnd  in  another  on  account  of  the  river,  the  commis- 
sioners might  have  recovered  both  in  one  action.  If  the 
commbsioners  also  had  brought  an  action  against  the 
bank  before  the  bankruptcy  on  the  river  account,  the 

VOL.  n.  L 
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£z  paite 
Fearoi. 


bank  would  have  had  a  right  to  set  off  what  was  due  on 
the  harbour  account.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that 
the  assignees  have  no  just  cause  to  bring  an  action 
against  the  commissioners,  and  that  the  petitioner  is 
entitled  to  so  much  as  is  due  on  the  balance  of  the  two 
accounts.  It  seems  the  commissioners  have  not  3ret 
attempted  to  prove;  but  I  do  not  know  whether  that  fiwt 
is  material;  for  if  they  attempt  to  prove  the  whole  of  the 
amount  due  on  the  harbour  account,  the  assignees  will 
have  a  right  to  insist  on  deducting  the  debt  due  to  the 
estate  on  the  river  account;  I  think,  therefore,  that  the 
petition  is  in  every  respect  right,  and  that  the  acdon 
must  be  stayed ;  the  petitioners  having  liberty  to  go  in 
and  prove  the  balance  due  upon  the  two  accounts. 

Ordered  as  prayed ;  the  costs  of  both  parties  to 
come  out  of  the  estate. 


£x  parte  Washington  Jackson  and  others. — In  the 
matter  of  William  Sydney  Warwick  and  Wiluam 
Claggett. 

Special  Case  (a). 

The  petitioners  claimed  a  debt  of  10,4102«  under  a 

,  joint  fiat  issued  against  the  said  William  Sidney  War- 


Wetttninster, 

coram  Lord 

Cottenham,  C, 

June  9  4  11. 

A  New  York 
house  accepts 
bills  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  ' 

on  an  airreement  ^')  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^"  the  original  hearing  in  the  Coait  of  Retiew,  3  Moot, 
for  reimburse-  &  Ayr.  627 ;  £r  parte  Whitmore,  3  Deac.  365 ;  Et  parte  Jatkton,  id.  Oftl. 
ment  entered 

into  by  a  London  merchant,  the  correspondent  of  the  Virginia  house.  Afterwards  the  honim 
merchant  enters  into  partnership,  and  by  letter  desires  the  New  York  house  to  consider  all 
credits,  advices  and  instructions  then  in  force  from  him,  as  extending  to  the  new  firm,  and  to 
transfer  any  balances  due  to  or  from  him  to  the  new  firm.  The  New  York  house  reply,  that 
they  will  make  up  and  transfer  to  the  new  firm  the  open  accounts  in  joint  exchange  tramac- 
tions,  but  that  they  hope  to  have  the  account  current  made  up  before  they  cany  the  old  accoint 
to  the  new  firm.  They  afterwards  pay  the  accommodation  bills  and  draw  on  the  new  finn  kit 
the  amount.    The  new  firm  becomes  bankrupt.    Held, 

1.  That  the  question,  whether  the  liability  of  the  new  firm  had  been  accepted,  in  lieu  of,  or 
in  addition  to,  the  separate  liability  of  the  London  merchant,  was  a  matter  of  fact,  and  aot  a 
proper  subject  for  a  special  case. 

2.  That,  under  the  circumstances,  the  separate  liability  was  discharged,  and  th«t  the  New 
York  house  were  only  joint  creditors. 
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wick  and  William  Claggett,  as  partners  in  trade,  and  the 
proof  was  admitted  as  the  separate  debt  of  Wanoich ; 
whereupon  the  assignees  preferred  their  petition  to  the 
Court  of  Reyiew,  alleging  that  the  debt  was  a  joint  and 
not  a  separate  debt,  and  praying  that  the  said  proof 
nngbt  be  expunged ;  and  it  was  ordered  accordingly. 

The  present  petitioners  some  time  afterwards  pre* 
ferred  their  petition  to  the  Court  of  Review  for  a  rehear- 
ing, which  was  granted  to  them;  and,  on  the  hearing  of 
that  petition,  the  facts  were  found  by  the  Court  as  follows : 

In  the  month  of  June  18S6^  Warwick  was  a  sole 
trader,  carrying  on  business  in  London,  and  he  had  then 
various  dealings  with  the  petitioners,  who  were  mer- 
chants in  the  United  States,  and  also  with  certain  other 
merchants  there,  trading  under  the  name  and  firm  of 
^.and  J.  Warwick;  and  on  the  S9th  of  June  the  bank- 
rupt Warwick  addressed  two  letters  to  the  petitioners  as 
follows : 

London,  29tli  Jane  1836. 

"  I  hereby  open  a  credit  upon  you,  in  favour  of  Messrs. 
L  and  J.  Warwick,  for  100,000  dollars,  say  100,000 
ioUars,  and  their  drafts  to  that  extent  you  will  please  to 
bonour,  and  your  valuations  upon  me  in  reimbursement 
diaU  meet  with  due  protection;'*  meaning  that  their 
ehaiges  should  be  duly  paid. 

And  in  the  other  letter,  inclosing  the  above,  Warwick 
Anted  thus,  ''  the  object  of  this  credit  is  for  A.  and  J. 
Warwick  to  reimburse  themselves  for  advances  on  to- 
baeeo  to  my  address ;  and,  as  that  article  is  a  heavy  one, 
ymi  may  reimburse  yourselves  upon  me  at  three  or  four 
months*  sight,  or  sixty  days,  as  may  be  most  agreeable 
to  yomrsdves.'' 
On  the  15th  August,  the  petitioners  sent  an  answer 

l2 


18il. 

£z  parte 

Jackson 

and  others. 


and  othera. 
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1841.  to  the  bankrupt  Warwick,  acceding  to  his  proposal;  anc 
V^^''^  in  pursuance  thereof,  they  accepted  three  bills,  drawi 
Jackson  upon  them  by  A.  and  •/.  Warwick^  one  dated  the  25tl 
August,  at  ninety  days'  date,  for  20,000  dollars ;  and  tw< 
others,  dated  the  1st  September,  for  15,000  dollars  each 
After  these  bills  had  been  so  accepted,  Wanoick  am 
Claggett  entered  into  partnership;  and  on  the  Is 
October  the  bankrupt  Warwick  addressed  a  letter  to  tb 
petitioners,  announcing  the  fact,  and  saying,  *^  I  be( 
you  will  consider  all  credits,  advices  and  instructions 
now  in  force  from  me,  as  extending  to  the  firm  of  War- 
wick and  ClaggettJ'  And  on  the  6th  October,  Wartoid 
and  Claggett  wrote  a  joint  letter  to  the  petitioners; 
stating  as  follows : — "  Mr.  W.  has  requested  you  tc 
consider  all  credits,  advices  and  instructions  in  force  fron 
him,  as  extended  to  us,  which  we  beg  to  confirm."  The 
two  last  mentioned  letters  were  received  by  the  peti- 
tioners on  or  before  the  15th  November,  and  before  anj 
one  of  those  bills  had  come  to  maturity,  and  conse- 
quently before  the  contract  was  executed  on  either  side 
The  petitioners  by  letter  acknowledged  the  receipt  oi 
the  two  last  mentioned  letters,  and  made  no  objection  tc 
the  joint  proposal ;  and  afterwards,  in  compliance  there- 
with, as  the  bills  respectively  became  due,  they  paid 
them  off,  and  drew  five  other  bills  of  equal  value  foi 
their  repayment  on  Warwick  and  Claggett  jointly,  and 
which  five  bills  the  latter  jointly  accepted  ;  and  the  onlji 
question  considered  by  the  Court  was,  whether,  in  fact, 
before  the  separate  liability  of  Warwick  was  matured 
into  a  debt,  it  was  agreed  between  Jackson  and  Com- 
pany on  the  one  part,  and  Warwick  and  Claggett  on  the 
other,  that  the  executory  contract  should  be  transferred 
to  the  partnership,-— or  that  it  should  continue  the  sepa- 
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rile  contract  of  Warwick,  and  the  partnership  to  be- 
come surety  for  the  performance  of  it ;  and  the  Court 
tbereupon  held  and  determined,  that  this  transaction 
was  included  in  the  joint  proposal, — that  by  drawing  the 
fire  bills  on  the  partnership,  the  petitioners  expressly 
acceded  to  it, — that  each  of  such  bills  correctly  represents 
the  only  subsisting  contract  signed  by.  both  the  con- 
tnu^ting  parties, — that  the  consideration  for  the  debt  in 
question  was  money  paid  to  the  use  of  Warwick  and 
CUtggett,  at  their  joint  request, — and  that  it  never  was  the 
separate  debt  of  Wartcick,  nor  was  considered  such  by 
the  petitioners  till  after  the  bankruptcy;  whereupon  it 
was  again  ordered  by  the  Court  that  the  proof  thereof 
he  expunged,  and  that  the  petitioners  should  pay  the 
respondent's  costs  of  the  rehearing. 

In  addition  to  the  facts  above  mentioned,  evidence 
was  adduced  for  the  petitioners  on  the  rehearing,  to 
show  how  the  transaction  was  dealt  with  in  the  books  of 
the  bankrupts;  and  evidence  to  the  same  effect  was  also 
adduced  for  the  respondents ;  but  the  Court  considered 
SDch  evidence  as  immaterial  to  the  question,  whether,  as 
between  the  petitioners  and  the  bankrupts,  the  debt  was 
a  joint  or  separate  debt,  and  disregarded  it.  Never- 
theless, at  the  request  of  the  petitioners,  the  following 
affidavits,  letters  and  accounts,  which  were  read  on  the 
bearing,  and  considered  by  the  Court  to  be  true  in  matter 
of  &ct,  are  inserted  in  this  special  case. 

The  special  case  then  proceeded  to  set  out  various 
accounts  and  several  extracts  from  letters ;  those  princi- 
pally relied  upon  being  the  following : 

From  Jackson,  Riddle  and  Co.  to  W.  S.  Warwick, 
dated  2\st  August  1836  and  6tk  September  1836. 
^  Tour  friends,  Messrs.  A.  and  J.  Warwick,  of  Rich- 


1841. 


£x  parte 

Jackson 

and  others. 


and  othen. 


160  CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

1841.       mond,  under  date  of  the  24th  instant,  advise  their  bill 
^T^^       on  us,  under  your  letter  of  credit,  for  20,000  dollars^  at 

jEz  parte 

Jackson  ninety  a.  s.  days  from  26th,  for  which  due  honour  is  re- 
served.  Your  general  account  is  debited  for  an  accept- 
ance of  ^.  and  J.  Warunck,  two  bills  dated  1st  Septem- 
ber,  each  for  15,000  dollars,  at  seventy-five  and  ninety 
a.  s.  date  at  maturity,  of  which  we  will  take  our  reim- 
bursement of  sales  of  ex.  on  you." 

Letter  from  W.  S.  Warwick  to  Jackson,  Riddle  and 
Co.,  dated  Ut  October  1836. 
^'  I  credit  your  general  account  with  your  acceptances 
of  Messrs.  A,  and  J.  WarwicKs  two  drafts  of  15,000 
dollars  each,  in  conformity  with  your  advice.  I  have 
much  pleasure  in  waiting  upon  you  with  the  inclosed 
circular,  announcing  to  you  the  connection  I  have 
formed  from  this  date  with  Mr.  «/.  W.  Claggelt.  In 
doing  so,  I  beg  that  you  will  consider  all  credits,  advices 
and  instructions  now  in  force  from  me,  as  extending  to 
the  firm  of  Warwick  and  Claggett ;  and  I  sincerely  hope 
that  they  will  enjoy  a  long  continuance  of  the  friendly 
correspondence,  that  has  hitherto  existed  between  your- 
selves and  me  individually.  They  will  hereafter  address 
you;  and,  upon  the  receipt  hereof,  you  will  please 
render  your  accounts  with  me,  transferring  any  balance 
that  may  be  either  due  to  or  from  me  to  the  new  firm." 

Circular  in  the  foregoing  letter. 

London,  Ut  October  1836. 

**  We  beg  reference  to  the  annexed  letter,  announcing 
the  establishment  of  our  firm  firom  this  date,  and  to 
solicit  an  extension  to  us  of  the  same  favour  and  con- 
fidence hitherto  shown  to  Mr.  W.  S.  Warwick.'' 
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Idtter  from  Warwick  and  Claggeit  to  Jackson^  Riddle 
and  Co.,  dated  3d  November  1836. 

London,  November  3d  1836. 

''  Referring  to  the  annexed  duplicate  of  our  respects 
of  the  30th  and  Slst  ult,  we  have  now  to  acknowledge 
receipt  of  your  esteemed  favour  of  the  30th  September, 
transmitting  statement  of  joint  exchange  account  to  Mr. 
v.  to  the  Ist  October.  We  inclosed  Mr.  WJs  state- 
ment of  this  account^  showing  a  sterling  balance  due  to 
him  in  cash  1st  October  25,562/.  5^.  6J.,  which  we  have 
transferred  to  debit  of  your  new  joint  ex.  ac.  with  us  at 
par  113,610: 11  dollars,  and  we  carry  agreeable  to  your 


1841. 


request 


{113,610:n^ 
9.944:46  f 
123,564:67) 


the  balance  of  prem.  and  interest 


to  new  prem.  of  joint  ex.  ac.,  which,  if  found  correct, 
jm  will  please  note  in  conformity.  We  regard  all  sub- 
sequent operations  as  applying  to  the  new  firm,  and 
hive  passed  them  accordingly." 

letimr  from  Jackson,  Riddle  and  Co.  to  Warwick  and 
Claggett,  dated  15M  November  1836. 
''  We  have  to  own  reoeipt  of  the  two  valued  favours 
of  the  29th  and  1st  ult.  and  your  esteemed  favour  of  6th 
nit,  as  also  your  ciroular  favour  1st  ult.,  all  of  which 
have  had  our  careflil  attention.  We  shall  be  very  happy 
to  cultivate  the  most  intimate  business  relations  with 
your  firm,  and  will  gladly  avail  ourselves  of  every 
opportttDity  that  may  be  presented  io  influence  valuable 
business  to  your  good  management.  We  shall  make  up 
and  transfer  to  your  new  firm  the  open  accounts  in  joint 
sxchange  transactions^  but  hope  to  have  your  account 
torrent  made  up  to  ours  transmitted,  before  we  carry  the 
dd  account  over  to  your  new  firm ;  but,  if  not  received, 


Ex  parle 

Jackson 

and  otb«n. 
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1 841.        we  will  make  up  our  accounts  with  your  prior  by  next 
^^le      Packet." 


Jackson 
and  otben. 


From  Jackson,  Riddle  and  Co,  to  Wartoick  and  Claggett, 

dated  19th  November  1836. 

"  Be  pleased  to  honour  our  two  bills,  viz. — 

£      s.  d. 
Nov.  19.  No.97.  60  a.  s.  for  T.  W. Spnng .  2iS9    0    0 

No.  98.      ,,      J.  Riddle  and  Co.    698  16    3 


Together  amounting  to  .  3127  16  S 
sterling,  sold  at  9$  premium,  and  producing  15,152^ 
dollars  cash  to  day,  at  credit  of  your  own  account 
against  A.  and  J.  WarwicKs  bill  of  15,000,  due  and  paid 
yesterday,  as  per  statement  of  same  inclosed.*' 

From  Jackson,  Riddle  and  Co.  to  Warwick  and  Claggett, 
dated  23d  November  1836. 
**  Exchange  continues  higher  than  we  anticipated, 
we  therefore  defer  purchasing  for  this  packet,  and  for 
the  same  reason  are  drawing  against  our  acceptance  of 
A.  and  J.  WarwicVs  bills  for  20,000  dollars,  which  will 
mature  on  the  26th,  as  per  statement  at  foot." 

From  Messrs.  Warwick  and  Claggett  to  Messrs*  Jackson^ 
Riddle  and  Co.,  dated  Uth  December  1836. 
'*  Your  esteemed  favours  of  the  19th  and  23d  ult.  are 
to  hand,  your  valuations,  viz.  2429/.,  689/.  I6s.  3d, 
3176/.  125.  lOd.,  1000/.  under  date  19th  ult.  and  23d, 
have  appeared  and  received  due  honour  to  the  debit  of 
Messrs.  A.  and  J.  Warwick,  the  same  being  in  reim- 
bursement of  their  valuation  upon  you.  Your  draft  on 
joint  ex.  ace.  for  1000/.  has  also  appeared  and  received 
due  honour  to  the  draft  of  the  said  account." 
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leiter  from  Messrs.  Jackson,  Riddle  and  Co.  to  War* 

wick  and  Claggett^  dated  1th  December  1836. 
"  We  also  hand  joint  account  with  William  Sidney 
Warwick,  esquire,  made  up  to  the  Ist  December,  at  Cr. 
of  same    Dr.  cash,   Ist  instant,    11,S25/.  %s.  at  par 
J0,305xi^  dollars,  and  also  joint  prem.  account  con- 
nected therewith,  showing  a  balance  of  Cr.  of  same 
4047  dollars  cash,  1st  December,  which  we  hope  will 
proye  correct.    We  await  your  account  made  up  with 
interest  the  same  period,  to  carry  the  balance  to  your 
account** 

Jackson,  Riddle  and  Co.  to  Warwick  and  Claggett, 

dated  7tk  January  1837. 
^  We  have  accepted  A.  and  J.  WarwicVs  bills  against 
your -credit,  dated  2d  instant,  for  which  at  maturity  we 
'^rin  draw  on  you  as  heretofore.'* 


1841. 

£z  parte 

Jackson 

and  othen. 


Mr.  BetkeU,  for  the  appellants.  The  only  ground,  on 
>rhich  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Review  rests,  is  the 
fact  of  the  bills  being  drawn  by  the  petitioners  on  the 
new  firm  of  Warwick  and  Claggett.  Now,  it  cannot  be 
inferred  from  this  circumstance,  that  the  petitioners  in- 
tended to  release  Warwick  from  his  separate  liability ; 
for  that  was  the  only  form  in  which,  after  the  new  firm 
eame  into  existence,  bills  could  be  drawn,  so  as  to  have 
any  value  in  the  market.  When  the  bills  were  drawn,  there 
was  no  house  trading  under  the  name  of  Warwick  9lox^\ 
aad^  consequently,  the  acceptance  was  necessarily  to  be 
that  of  the  new  firm.  But  the  entries  in  the  petitioners' 
books  show,  that  they  continued  to  treat  the  liability  as 
that  of  Warwick  alone,  and  never  mixed  the  transaction 
Dp  with  their  general  dealings  with  the  partnership. 
Would  it  be  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  new  firm 
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1841.       was  at  once  not  only  to  be  involved  in  the  general  ope« 


and  olbtn. 


-      _,        rations  of  the  concern^  but  to  take  upon  itself  a  distinct 

IkK  parts 

^^;^cKioN  contract  of  suretyshipi  which  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
partnership  business  ?  Very  distinct  evidence  must  be 
producedj  to  show,  that  the  new  firm  intended  to  make 
itself  primarily  liable  upon  such  a  contract,  or  that  the 
petitioners  could  have  considered  such  to  be  their  inten« 
tioui  and  acquiesced  in  it  so  far  as  to  release  Wdrunck 
from  his  separate  liability.  It  is,  besidesi  doubtfuli 
whether,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  principal  deb- 
tors, new  sureties  could  be  substituted  for  the  old  ones; 
and  alsOj  whether  the  new  firm  could  become  sureties, 
without  a  new  and  express  guarantee  signed  by  them. 
The  sense  in  which  the  parties  understood  the  expres- 
sion, ^'  all  credits,  advices,  and  instructions  now  in  force 
firom  me,"  appears  firom  the  letters  of  the  3rd  and  Ifith 
of  November,  which  clearly  show  that  the  proposal  was 
not  accepted  or  considered  as  extending  to  the  contract 
for  suretyship.  An  agreement  to  abandon  the  former 
security  must  be  clearly  proved ;  Bedford  v.  Heakinia), 
Winter  v.  Innesib).  It  does  not  follow,  firom  the  fact  of 
Warwioh  tLiii  Claggeit  desiring  to  have  the  credit  trans* 
ferred,  that  the  petitioners  are  to  lose  the  benefit  of  the 
separate  security  of  Warmch;  it  must  be  shown  that  the 
petitioners  agreed  to  take  the  joint  liability,  in  discharge 
of,  and  as  a  substitution  for,  the  separate  liability.  [Zord 
Chancellor.  The  expression  is,  not  that  the  joint  lia- 
bility is  to  be  accepted  in  addition  to  the  separate  liability, 
but  that  the  balance  should  be  transferred.]  What  is  said 
by  the  judges  in  David  v«  Ellice{c\  shows  in  how  strict 
a  manner  Courts  of  law  require  it  to  be  proved,  that  a 

(a)  S  B.  &  Aid.  310.       (6)  4  My.  U  Cr.  101.       (e)  6  B.  &  C.  196. 
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new  security  is  taken  as  a  substitution  for  a  former  one. 
Now,  in  the  present  case  there  is  an  account  sent  to 
Wiarwick  and  Claggettt  not  containing  any  entry  in  respect 
of  the  guarantee;  and  there  is  a  letter  from  Warwick  and 
Claggtttf  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the  acoounti  but 
not  complaining  of  it  at  all  on  the  ground  of  this  omis- 
sion, although  complaining  of  it  in  other  respects.  Under 
these  circumstancesj  a  Court  of  law  would  not  hold  this 
correspondence  to  be  sufficient  evidence  of  a  contract  to 
release  the  original  liability. 


1841. 

\^/^ 

£z  parte 

Jackson 

and  otheri. 


Mr.  Swanstaug  and  Mr.  Zee,  for  the  respondents^  con- 
tended that  the  case  was  improperly  brought  before  the 
Court,  the  question  being  one  of  fact,  merely.     [Lord 

Chancellor.  I  certainly  cannot  see  what  question  of  law 

there  is  in  this  case.] 


Mr.  Bethell,  in  reply.  What  is  called  a  question  of 
fret  is  this:  What  is  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from 
certain  written  documents  i  But  is  not  that  inference 
matter  of  law  ?  Is  it  not  a  question  of  construction ; 
and  are  not  such  questions  constantly  the  subject  of 
decision  by  Courts  of  law  ?  The  respondents  say,  that 
Warwick  was  released.  How  he  was  released  is  the 
question  now  in  dispute ;  but  what  amounts  to  a  release 
most  surely  be  a  question  of  law.  It  is  a  matter  of  law, 
to  say,  whether  a  particular  document  amounts  to  a  re- 
lease, or  not.  Suppose  the  correspondence  which  has 
tiken  place  here  related  to  the  purchase  of  an  estate ; 
would  it  not  be  a  matter  of  law,  to  decide  whether  the 
letters  amounted  to  a  binding  contract?  or  would  the 
Court  of  Chancery  send  such  a  question  to  be  tried  by  a 
jury?    And,  at  all  events,  the  question,  whether  one 
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1841.  surety  can  be  substituted  for  another,  without  the  con- 

^T^^  sent  of  the  principal,  is  one  of  law  only  ;  and  it  is  one 

Jacxson  of  the  questions  involved  in  this  case. 


and  othera. 


Lord  Chancellor. — The  question  in  this  case  is  not, 
whether  the  circumstance  of  the  petitioners'  accepting 
the  liability  of  the  new  firm  was  of  itself  sufficient  to 
discharge  the  original  liability  of  Warwick,  but  whether 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  so  to  contract.  That 
is  purely  a  matter  of  fact.  The  evidence  of  it  may  rest, 
in  part,  upon  the  correspondence  between  the  parties; 
but  no  question  of  construction  arises  on  any  document; 
and  all  that  is  to  be  decided  is,  whether  the  new  credit 
was  accepted  in  lieu  of  the  former  credit.  A  judge  in  a 
trial  at  law  would  have  told  the  jury,  that  this  was  matter 
for  their  consideration.  I  think,  therefore,  that  this  is  a 
case,  which  ought  never  to  have  been  brought  here,  it 
being  clearly  one  upon  which  by  the  terms  of  the  statute 
there  could  be  no  appeal.  However,  lest  it  should  be 
conceived,  that  if  this  Court  had  been  at  liberty  to  enter- 
tain the  question,  it  would  have  arrived  at  a  different 
conclusion  from  that  to  which  the  Court  of  Review  has 
come,  I  will  shortly  advert  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  A  house  in  London  writes  to  the  petitioners,  re- 
commending to  them  another  house  carrying  on  business 
in  America,  and  proposing  that  the  American  firm  shall 
draw  on  the  petitioners.  The  terms  of  the  contract  are 
these,  "  I  hereby  open  a  credit  upon  you  in  favour  of 
Messrs.  A.  and  J.  Warwick  for  100,000  dollars,  and  their 
drafls  to  that  extent  you  will  please  to  honour,  and  your 
valuations  upon  me  in  reimbursement  shall  meet  with  due 
protection."  The  petitioners  in  compliance  with  this  re- 
quest, accepted  three  bills,  drawn  by  A.  and  J.  Warwick, 


\ 
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and  apprised  the  bankrupt  Warwick  of  the  fact«     Then, 

on  the  first  of  October,  the  petitioners  receive  a  letter, 

which  after  announcing  the  formation  of  the  partnership 

of  Warwick  and  Claggetty  and  requesting  the  petitioners 

to  consider  all  credits,  advices  and  instructions,  then  in 

force  from  W.  S,  Wanoick,  as  extending  to  the  firm  of 

Wctrwick  and  Claffgetl,  contained  this  passage,  '^  upon  the 

receipt  hereof,  you  will  please  render  your  accounts  with 

me,  transferring  any  balances  that  may  be  either  due  to  or 

from  me  to  the  new  firm."    The  petitioners,  in  answer  to 

this  proposal,  send  the  letter  of  the  15th  of  November, 

which  is  as  follows ;  [his  Lordship  read  it]  (a). 

By  this  letter,  therefore,  the  petitioners  do  not  object 
to  the  proposition,  but  assent  to  it,  requesting  only  the 
accounts  to  be  made  up  first.  But  the  most  important 
part  of  the  transaction  is,  the  circumstance  of  the  peti- 
tioners having  drawn  on  the  new  firm,  after  the  corre- 
spondence had  taken  place.  This  act  must,  I  think,  be 
considered  an  acceptance  of  the  proposition,  that  the  peti- 
tioners should  look  to  the  new  firm  exclusively.  The 
question  before  the  Court  of  Review  was,  whether  the 
petitioners  had  not  accepted  a  credit  on  the  new  house, 
in  lieu  of  that  upon  the  old  house.  That  was  a  matter 
of  fact,  which,  it  appears  to  me,  has  been  conclusively 
decided  by  the  Court  of  Review ;  but,  for  the  satisfaction 
of  the  parties,  I  vnshed  to  show  them  that  no  other  deci- 
sion would  have  been  given,  if  I  had  thought  otherwise 
with  respect  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction. 


1841. 

Ex  parte 

Jackson 

and  others. 


Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

(a)  Seeant^,  p.  151. 
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1841. 

^■^"^^       Ex  parte  Henry  Billinoton  Whitworth  and  Robert 
Whitworth. — In  the  matter  of  Edward    Lewis 

Westmintter,  MaYOR. 

June  10. 

1.  The  rule,  thtt,  THIS  was  a  petition,  pf&ying,  that  the  petitioners  might 
agrees  to  pay  on  be  admitted  to  prove  certain  sums  therein  mentioned  to 
nouS  ownfdfr.  be  due  to  them,  as  copartners  in  trade,  upon  two  joint 
sa^ to^reatea  ^^^  several  promissory  notes  made  by  the  bankrupt  and 
Siw/hTmr  one  George  Cooke,  and  that  the  Commissioners  might 
toSe^caw  of^a  ^^  ordered  to  receive  such  proofs,  and  to  appoint  a  meet- 
joint  and  several  ing  for  that  purpose,  and  that  in  the  mean  time  the 

promissory  note,  *      *        * 

iQ  which  one  of  allowance  of  the  bankrupt's  certificate  might  be  stayed. 

the  makers  is  #•  i  • 

known  to  join         The  petition  stated,  that  the  former  of  these  promissory 

only  as  a  surety  xi     • 

for  the  other,  notes  was  One  for  1500Z.,  and  was  given  by  Cooke  to  the 
CommissSners^  petitioners,  who  were  his  bankers,  to  secure  the  repay- 
mltteda^  proof  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  advance  of  that  amount,  made  to  him  by  them. 
IhSthel^oiirt  ^^^  following  was  the  form  of  the  note. 

may  direct  it  to  ««  Northampton,  July  11th  1838. 

be  placed  on  the        „^      ,  ,  .  .     ,  ,  ,i 

proceedings  at       "  Un  demand,  we  jointly  and  severally  promise  to  pay 
referring  it  back  to  Messrs.  Charles  Whitworth  and  Sons,  or  their  order, 
stonersj^d""    1500/.  for  value  received,  with  lawful  interest. 
i7n*J>&^  George  Cooh:.    Edward  L.  May  or  r 

but  oniy^ad?'  The  Other  promissory  note,  which  was  in  similar  terms, 
journed.  ^^g  stated  in  the  petition  to  have  been  given  to  secure  a 

sum  of  340Z.  advanced  by  the  petitioners  to  Cooke. 
The  fiat  issued  on  the  3rd  of  February  1841,  and  on  the 
same  day  a  fiat  was  issued  against  Cooke. 

On  the  1 7th  of  March  1841,  the  petitioners  filed  a  bill 
in  Chancery  against  the  assignee  of  Cooke,  the  assignee 
of  Mayor,  and  one  George  Pell,  praying  that  the  peti- 
tioners might  be  declared  to  have  a  good  equitable  lien 
on  certain  property  of  Cooke^  of  which  they  claimed  to 
be  equitable  mortgagees,  in  priority  to  certain  elegits. 
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1841. 


Ifaerein  mentioned  to  have  been  sued  out  against  Coohe 
by  Majfor  and  PeU,  and  that  the  security  might  be  real- 
isedt  and  the  proceeds  applied  in  or  towards  payment  of   Wbitwortr 

.  .  and  another. 

what  was  due  to  the  petitioners  upon  it,  and  if  the  pro- 
ceeds were  insufficient  to  pay  the  sums  due  to  the  peti- 
tilmen,  then  that  they  might  be  at  liberty  to  prove  for  the 
deficiency  under  the  fiat  against  Coohe;  and  for  a  receiver 
moA  iiqunctioni  with  the  usual  directions.  On  the  SSnd 
erf  March  1841|  an  injunction  was  granted  in  the  8uit» 
snettraining  the  defendants  from  receiving  the  rents,  or 
Caking  any  other  proceedings  under  their  elegits. 

The  second  public  meeting  under  the  fiat  against 
^2fayor  took  place  on  the  19th  of  March,  for  the  last 
examination  of  the  bankrupt ;  when  the  petitioners  ten- 
dered a  proof  for  1973/.  14«.  dd.^  being  the  amount  of 
the  notes  for  1600/.,  and  340/.  with  the  interest  up  to 
the  date  of  the  fiat.    It  was  then  stated  to  the  Commis- 
sioners, on  behalf  of  the  assignee  of  Mayor ^  that  a  suit  in 
Chancery  had  been  commenced  by  the  petitioners  against 
Majfor*$  assignee  and  other  parties ;  and  the  result  was, 
that  the  proof  was  not  admitted.    The  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  the  petition,  and  that  produced  by  the  respon- 
dents, were  contradictory  as  to  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  Commissioners  declined  to  receive  the  proof; 
the  former  evidence  being  to  the  effect,  that  the  proof 
was  rejected  on  the  ground  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit ; 
and  the  latter  stating  the  proof  to  have  been  merely  ad* 
joumed,  until  an  opportunity  should  have  been  given  of 
seeing  a  copy  of  the  bill  in  Chancery,  or  learning  its 
scope  and  eflect.    On  referring  to  the  proceedings,  it 
i^peared  that  the  deposition  in  support  of  the  proof  had 
been  sworn  and  filed  with  the  proceedings,  but  was  not 
signed  by  the  Commissioners ;  who  had  not  made  any 
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1841.  memorandum  of  adjournment,  or  to  any  other  effect  witl 
Ex  parte  ^^g^^^  to  the  proof.  The  present  petition  stated,  that  th< 
aod  anoth  ^"  petitioners'  debt  would  turn  the  certificate.  On  behalf  o 
the  respondents,  it  was  sworn  that  the  petitioners  madi 
no  application  to  prove  at  the  first  public  meeting,  am 
that  a  meeting  was  held  on  the  17th  of  April,  having 
been  advertized  in  the  London  Gazette  on  the  6tb,  fo: 
the  proof  of  debts  under  the  fiat ;  but  that  the  petitioner, 
had  not  attended  such  meeting. 

There  was  also  an  affidavit  to  the  effect  that  no  de 
mand  had  been  made  on  the  bankrupt,  before  the  bank 
ruptcy,  for  payment  of  the  sums  payable  upon  the  notes 

Mr.  Swanstan,  for  the  petition. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  F.  J.  Hall,  for  the  assignees 
There  was  no  rejection  of  the  proof,  it  was  merely  ad 
journed  to  enable  the  assignees  to  inquire  into  the  natun 
of  the  suit  in  Chancery,  which  the  petitioners  had  insti' 
tuted  only  two  days  before  they  tendered  tiieir  proof 
[Sir  J.  Cross,  As  the  bankrupt  was  no  party  to  the  suit, 
how  could  it  affect  the  right  of  proof?]  The  bill  was  i 
complicated  one,  and  it  related  to  the  subject  of  the  proof 
and  it  was  perfectly  open  to  the  petitioners,  afler  the  a» 
signees  had  satisfied  themselves  with  respect  to  the  suit 
to  tender  the  proof  again.  The  present  application  ii 
improper,  as  no  decision  has  yet  been  given  by  the  Com 
missioners  as  to  the  validity  of  the  debt  (a). 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  bankrupt.  Then 
has  been  no  investigation  of  this  claim  before  the  Com* 

(a)  See  Ex  parU  Marson,  3  M.  &  A.  156 ;  2  Dea.  245. 
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missionersy  the  proof  having  been  adjourned,  and  until        1841. 

ifiur  opportunity  has  been  given  to  contest  the  proof      ^^^""^ 

before  the  Commissioners,  the  Court  cannot  order  the    Whitworth 

and  aootbcr. 
proof  to  be  placed  on  the  proceedings ;  all  this  Court 

could  do  would  be  to  give  the  petitioners  liberty  to  go 
in  and  make  such  proof  as  they  might  be  able  to 
establish  (a).  One  obvious  objection  to  the  proof  would 
be,  that  no  demand  had  been  made  for  payment  from 
the  bankrupt  before  the  bankruptcy.  In  Rowe  v. 
Y<mMg(b),  J3ayley,J.  lays  down  the  rule  to  be,  that 
**  where  a  man  engages  to  pay  upon  demand  what  is  to 
be  considered  his  own  debt,  he  is  liable  to  be  sued  upon 
that  engagement,  without  any  previous  demand,  and  that 
a  tender  or  readiness  to  pay  must  come  by  way  of  de- 
fence; but  that  if  he  engage  to  pay  on  demand  what  was 
Dot  his  debt, — ^what  he  is  under  no  obligation  to  pay, — 
what,  but  for  such  engagement,  he  would  never  be  liable 
to  pay  to  any  one, — a  demand  is  essential,  and  part  of  the 
plaindflTs  title.**  [Sir  J.  Cross.  That  was  not  the  case 
of  a  joint  and  several  negotiable  instrument;  upon  such 
ID  instrument  the  party  to  whom  it  is  given  may  sue 
either  party.]  That  rule  would  undoubtedly  apply,  if 
both  parties  were  principal  debtors;  but  here  the  bank- 
rq>t  was,  and  was  known  to  the  petitioners  to  be,  merely 
t  surety  for  the  other  party. 

Mr.  Swanstcn,  in  reply.  No  demand  for  payment  was 
necessary.  Rowe  v.  Young  {b)  is  quite  different  from 
the  present  case,  and  was  a  case  of  a  special  acceptance. 


(i)  £r  parte  Manon,  3  M.  &  A.  156;  2  Dea.  245;  bat  see  alio  £x 
mtiSldpp,  Moot  &  BU.  262;  2  D.  &  C.  88. 
0)  2  BE.  465. 


VOL.n. 
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1841 .        The  rule  is,  that  a  promissory  note  payable  on  demand  is 
J^^^        proveable,  without  demand ;  and  no  distinction  has  ever 

Ex  parte        *^  ' 

Wbitworth    been  made  between  the  cases  where  one  of  the  makers 
is  a  surety,  and  those  where  all  are  principals. 

Sir  John  Cross. — This  is  the  petition  of  a  creditor, 
who  seeks  to  establish  a  proof  of  a  debt  of  1900/.,  which 
he  says  was  wrongfully  rejected  by  the  Commissioners; 
and  he  complains  that  they  have  granted  the  bankrupt's 
certificate,  without  taking  his  debt  into  calculation.  Upon 
this  petition  three  questions  have  been  raised,   first, 
whether  the  petitioner  has  a  proveable  debt ;  secondly, 
whether  the  proof  was  rejected  by  the  Commissioners ; 
and  thirdly,  whether  the  petition  was  served  too  late  to 
stay  the  certificate.     With  regard  to  the  first  of  these 
questions,  I  think  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  petitioner 
has  a  proveable  debt.    He  held  two  joint  and  several 
promissory  notes  of  the  bankrupt,  and  another  person ; 
one  for  1500/.  and  interest,  and  the  other  for  350/.  and 
interest,  and  to  his  proof  upon  these  notes  no  sufficient 
objection  was  made.    I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the 
petitioners  have,  or  had  when  they  appeared  before  the 
Commissioners,  a  proveable  debt.    The  notes  were  pro- 
duced before  the  Commissioners  at  a  public  meeting, 
the  creditor  deposing  to  the  debt,  and  doing  all  that  is 
required  of  him  by  law  for  the  purpose  of  having  his 
proof  placed  upon  the  file  of  the  proceedings.    This 
brings  me  to  the  second  quesdon,  which  is,  whether  the 
proof  was  rejected ;  now  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of 
discussion  as  to  whether  the  proof  was  rejected  or  only 
postponed,  and  a  great  part  of  the  evidence  contained 
in  the  affidavits  applies  chiefly  to  this  fact,  which  ap- 
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pears  to  me  not  greatly,  if  at  all,  material  to  the  present 
question.  The  creditor  appeared  before  the  Commis- 
tionersy  produced  the  promissory  notes,  and  deposed  to 
the  existence  of  the  debt;  and  I  cannot  discover  that 
my  objection  was  made  to  the  proof,  except  that  the 
59th  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  prevented  it  from 
bebg  made.  Something  indistinct  seems  to  have  been 
nid  respecting  a  bill  in  Chancery,  and  accounts  being 
taken;  but  the  Commissioners,  nevertheless,  had  the 
deposition  of  the  creditor  reduced  to  writing  in  the  usual 
fcrm,  and  signed  by  the  petitioner,  and  there  is  nothing 
defective  in  the  deposition,  as  it  stands  on  the  file  of  the 
proceedings.  The  Commissioners,  however,  have  left 
the  matter  in  great  uncertainty;  for  they  do  not,  as  is 
nsual,  put  their  names  to  the  deposition,  or  make  any 
memorandum  to  the  effect  that  the  proof  was  adjourned. 
Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  stated  on  behalf  of  the 
petitioners,  that  the  proof  was  rejected ;  while,  on  the 
other  side,  it  is  alleged  to  have  been  only  adjourned. 
This,  however,  is  certain,  that  the  proof  was  not  ad- 
mitted; and  the  question  therefore  is,  whether  it  ought 
not  to  have  been  admitted.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
Conunissioners,  having  taken  the  deposition,  seen  the 
notes,  heard  the  objections  to  the  proof,  and  got  the  sig- 
nitore  of  the  petitioner,  ought  to  have  admitted  it,  and 
that  the  deposition  ought  to  stand  as  a  proof.  The 
Court  therefore  feels  bound  to  declare,  that  the  debt  of 
the  petitioners  was  duly  proved  on  the  19th  of  March  last 
hy  the  deposition  of  the  petitioner,  H.  B.  Whitworth, 
then  taken  before  the  Commissioners,  and  standing  on 
the  file  of  the  proceedings,  and  ought  then  to  have  been 
admitted  by  the  Commissioners  as  a  valid  and  suflScient 
proof;  and  the  Order  will  be,  that  this  deposition  shall 

m2 


1841. 

£z  parts 
Whitwortb 
and  another. 
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1841.        stand  and  be  deemed  as  such  proof,  to  all  intents  and 

^^^       purposes  whatsoever,  and  that  the  certificate  be  sent 

Whitworth    back  to  the  Commissioners  to  be  reviewed  with   due 
ind  another. 

regard  to  such  proof. 

Ordered  accordingly ;   costs  of  all  parties  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  estate. 


Snjeantt*  Inn     ^^  P*^^^  HeNRY  BiLLINOTON  WhITWORTH  and  RoBERT 

AugJItgir  10.       Whitworth.— In  the  matter  of  Edward  Mayor. 

to  be  "admitted  °  AfTER  the  Order  had  been  drawn  up  on  the  petition 
havrthe^rtifi-  '^^  ^^^  ^^^t  case,  the  assignee  applied  to  the  Commis- 
S^g*rouDd  o^f**  sioners  to  expunge  the  proof,  on  the  ground,  among 
Ibn^ra'haTiM  o*^">  ^^^t  the  debt  of  Cooke,  to  secure  which  the  joint 
^r^ed'to'^d*'^    P^^'^^®^^^  notes  had  been  given,  had  been  written  off  in 

the  proof,  it  is     his  banking  account  with  the  petitioners,  and  that  there 

not  necesgary  *^  *^ 

to  aUege  that      was  consequently  nothinfic  due  on  the  note.     For  proof 

the  petitioner's  ^  ^  o  r      ^ 

debt  will  turn     of  this  fact,  the  assignee  relied  on  entries  in  the  peti- 

tbe  certificate.       .  ,  i       i         i        .  i  i\         i 

*2.  The  Com-  tioners  pass  books,  showing  that,  after  the  promissory 
no  jurisdiction^  notes  had  been  given,  Cooke  had  paid  into  the  bank 
prwVwhurh^has  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  amount  exceeding  that  secured  by  the  notes. 
the  pro^dinM  Cooke,  also,  on  being  examined  on  behalf  of  the  assignee, 
an 'order  o7the  ^^P^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^^  sums  had  been  paid  in  by  him  gene- 
Court  of  Re-      rally,  and  that  the  petitioners  might,  if  they  had  thought 

3.  The  Com-  proper,  have  stopped  the  amount  secured  by  the  notes  out 

missiooere  can 

only  expuDge  a   of  such  subsequent  payments.     On  the  other  hand,  the 

proof,  OD  the 

ground  that  the 

debt  is  not  due ;  and  it  is  irregular  for  them  to  state,  as  a  ground  for  expunging,  that  the 

bankrupt's  liability  has  been  discharged. 

4.  Bankers  make  an  advance  to  a  customer,  on  the  security  of  a  joint  promissory  note  of 
himself  and  a  surety.  The  customer  afterwards  pays  into  the  bank,  generally,  sums  exceeding 
the  amount  of  the  advance,  but  also  draws  out  a  still  larger  amount,  and  becomes  bankmpC 
Held,  that  the  surety  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  payments  appropriated  in  discharge  of  the 
turn  secured  by  the  note. 
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petitioners  relied  on  other  entries,  as  showing  that  those 

subsequent  payments  had  been  exceeded  by  the  amount       ^. 

afterwards  drawn  out  by  Cooke,  and  that  he  had  acknow-    Whitworth 

and  another, 
kdged  the  sums  secured  by  the  notes^  as  a  subsisting 

debt,  by  permitting  himself  to  be  regularly  debited  with 
interest  on  those  sums.  The  Commissioners,  however, 
considering  the  debt  to  be  discharged  by  the  payments, 
expunged  the  proof,  and  again  advertized  the  certificate 
for  allowance  (a).  The  present  petition  was  then  pre- 
sented to  have  the  proof  restored,  and  the  certificate 
stayed. 


Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  Keene,  for  the  petition.  The 
proceeding  of  the  Commissioners  in  expunging  a  proof, 
which  had  been  allowed  by  the  Order  of  this  Court,  was 
altogether  irregular.  If  new  facts  were  discovered,  the 
proper  coarse  was  to  apply  to  this  Court  for  a  rehearing. 


(c)  The  foUofring  was  Uie  sabstance  of  the  memorandum  of  the  Com- 
naknen,  on  expungiog  the  proof:  "  We,  three  of  the  Commissioners,  &c. 
Uviag  been  perK>naUy  attended,  &c.  and  having  examined  upon  oath  the 
■id  ff.  B,  Whitworth  and  the  said  G.  Cookt,  both  in  reference  to  the  pass 
bask  or  banking  account  of  the  said  G.  Cooke  with  the  said  Messrs.  Whit* 
worth,  and  also  in  reference  to  the  general  dealings  and  transactions  of  the 
■id  Messn.  Whiivforth  and  Cook$,  and  the  various  payments  made  by  the 
aid  G.  Cookt  to  Uie  said  Messrs.  Whitworth  subsequent  to  the  dates  of 
tbe  said  notes ;  and  taking  into  consideration  the  subsequent  acceptance  by 
Hsws.  Whitworth  of  a  deposit  of  deeds  by  Mr.  Cooke  as  a  security  for  the 
ptjnent  of  such  notes,  and  the  evidence  of  the  said  H,  B.  Whittcorth  and 
G.Ceoke,  and  tbe  arguments  adduced  on  behalf  of  the  assignee,  J.  Mayor, 
lad  of  Messrs.  Whitworth,  and  upon  the  authority  and  principle  of  the 
CMes  of  CUffton  in  Devaynes  v.  Noble,  1  Mer.  572  -,  Bodenham  v.  Purehas, 
2  B.&  A.  39,  and  Pemberton  v.  Oaket,  4  Russ.  154,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
tke  bankrupt  was,  at  and  before  the  date  of  the  fiat,  discharged  from  his 
liability  in  respect  of  the  said  notes,  and  that  the  debt  so  proved  under  the 
■id  fiat,  by  the  said  H.  B.  Whitworth,  ought  to  be  expunged.  We  there- 
fcit  have,  by  Tirtne  of  tbe  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  expunged 
tbi  Slid  debt  of  1973<.  14j.  9d.  from  the  proceedings  under  the  said  fiaU" 
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1841.        and  not  to  bring  the  matter  before  the  Commissioners, 

Ex  art        ^^^  ^^^®  ^^  jurisdiction  to  interfere  with  a  proof  which 

WiiiTwoRTH    has  been  the  subject  of  adjudication  here.     The  case, 

aDd  another.  ^  w 

however,  is  equally  clear  upon  the  merits.  The  note 
was  intended  as  a  continuing  security,  and  the  debt  was 
throughout  treated  as  a  subsisting  one,  as  is  evident  from 
the  circumstance  of  interest  being  charged  and  paid  upon 
it.  It  would  be  impossible  to  apply  to  such  a  case  rules, 
which  may  have  been  adopted  for  the  appropriation  of 
payments,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  of  intention. 
They  cited  Harrison  v.  Courtauld  (a). 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  F.  J,  Hall,  for  the  assignees. 
The  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commissioners 
is  unfounded;  for  when  the  proof  is  once  admitted  upon 
the  proceedings,  the  means  by  which  it  is  placed  there 
are  immaterial;  it  is  subject  to  be  dealt  with  in  the  same 
way  as  any  other  proof,  and  is  consequently  capable 
of  being  expunged  by  the  Commissioners,  under  the  6 
Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  60.  No  authority  has  been  produced 
for  the  distinction  which  has  been  attempted  to  be  drawn 
between  proofs  admitted  by  Orders  of  this  Court,  and 
those  which  are  placed  on  the  proceedings  without  any 
such  Order;  and  the  distinction  cannot  be  supported  on 
any  sound  principle.  With  regard  to  the  merits  of  the 
case;  it  is  not  alleged  that  any  agreement  or  communi- 
cation took  place  between  the  parties,  to  the  effect  that 
the  note  was  to  be  regarded  as  a  running  security.  On 
the  contrary,  it  was  given  as  a  security  for  a  specific  ad- 
vance; and  the  party,  who  was  known  to  the  petitioners 
to  have  joined  in  it  as  a  surety  only,  is  entitled  to  say 
that  the  note  was  satisfied  by  the  first  monies   paid 

(a)  3  Bam.  &c  Ad.  36. 
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into  the  bank  by  the  principal  debtor;  Pemberton  v. 
0ake9(a\  Brooke  v.  Enderby(J))y  Simpson  v.  Cook{c\ 
Wriffht  V.  Laifuf{d),  Devaynes  v.  Noble,  ClaytorCs 
case  (e),  SmUh  v.  Beckett  (/),  Laxton  v.  P^a^  {g\ 
With  regard  to  the  charge  of  interest  in  the  accounts ; 
in  the  first  place,  the  item  relied  upon  is  not  stated  in 
the  accounts  to  be  a  charge  in  respect  of  interest;  and  in 
the  next  place,  an  ex  post  facto  act  of  this  kind,  of  the 
creditor  and  principal  debtor,  cannot  affect  the  rights  of 
the  surety. 
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Ex  parte 
Whitworth 
tod  toother. 


Mr.  J.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  bankrupt. 
The  petition  must  be  dismissed,  so  far  as  regards  staying 
the  certificate,  for  it  contains  no  allegation  that  the  debt 
will  turn  the  certificate;  Ex  parte  Skipp  (A).  It  is  true 
that  the  former  petition,  which  is  set  out  in  this,  did 
contain  such  an  allegation;  but  the  Court  could  not  now 
act  on  that  allegation;  and  as  new  debts  have  been  proved 
noce,  it  would  not  follow  that,  even  if  the  allegation  were 
true  then,  it  would  be  true  in  the  present  state  of  affairs. 


Sir  John  Cross. — I  will  not  trouble  the  counsel  for 
the  petitioners  to  argue  the  point,  as  to  the  want  of  an 
allegation  in  the  petition  that  the  debt  in  question 
would  turn  the  certificate ;  for  how  can  a  creditor,  who 
has  not  been  admitted  to  prove,  have  any  knowledge 
respecting  the  certificate,  or  the  creditors  who  have 
ngned  it? 


August  10. 


(•)  4  Rots.  154.  (6)  2  Brod.  &  Bing.  70.       (e)  1  Bing.  452. 

(0  3  Bam.  &  C.  165.      («)  1  Mer.  585.  (/)  13  East,  187. 

(f )  2  Camp.  85;  ted  vide  FenUm  v.  Poeock,  5  Taunt  192;  1  Marsh.  14. 
(k)  Mont  &  Bli.  262,  and  2  D.  &  C.  88. 
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1841.  Mr.  SicanstoH  was  then  heard  in  reply* 


Expvte 

S'IL*1S  ^^  ^^^^  Cross.— I  believe  I  should  best  have  dis- 
charged  my  duty,  by  not  suffering  the  objection  to  the 
former  Order  of  the  Court  to  be  discussed;  and  I  ought, 
perhaps,  to  have  sent  the  case  back  at  once  to  the  Com- 
missionersy  directing  them  to  restore  the  proof.  If  the 
assignee  only  had  been  concerned,  I  should  have  taken 
that  course;  for  the  regular  mode  of  proceeding  for  the 
assignee  to  have  adopted,  if  he  had  discovered  any  new 
fact,  entitling  him  to  consider  the  debt  as  paid,  was  not 
to  call  on  the  Commissioners  to  reverse  the  Order  of  this 
Court,  but  to  come  here  again,  to  have  the  case  reheard 
upon  the  new  matter.  But,  as  this  involved  also  the 
interest  of  the  bankrupt,  whose  certificate  would  be  de- 
layed, if  not  defeated,  by  the  case  being  at  once  sent 
back,  with  an  Order  restoring  the  proof,  I  wished,  in 
mercy  to  him,  to  see  whether  there  were  any  circum- 
stances which  would  entitle  him  to  get  rid  of  this  debt ; 
and  it  was  with  that  view  alone  that  I  permitted  the 
argument  to  proceed.  The  way  in  which  I  view  the 
facts  is  this :  the  bankrupt,  Cooke,  applied  to  the  bankers 
to  lend  him  1500/.,  and,  as  an  inducement  to  them  to  do 
so,  gave  them  a  joint  promissory  note  of  himself  and 
the  present  bankrupt  Mayor.  The  bankers  discounted 
this  note,  and  did,  in  effect,  though  not  in  form,  the 
same  thing  as  if  they  had  counted  down  to  Cooke  1500/. 
in  cash,  and  taken  the  note  as  security.  It  was,  in  fact, 
done  with  the  pen,  but  the  effect  was  just  the  same;  and 
the  transaction  amounted  substantially  to  discounting  a 
joint  note  of  two  contracting  parties.  Now  it  appears 
to  me,  that  the  contract  of  the  petitioners  with  the  two 
bankrupts,  as  to  the  promissory  note,  is  quite  dbtinct 
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fi'om  the  banking  account,  and  that  it  is  altogether  im- 
material what  became  of  the  money.    Mayor  was  no 
party  to  the  banking  account;  he  was  only  a  party  to 
the  note,  on  which  the  money  was  advanced.     Here, 
then,  are  the  bankers  in  possession  of  this  joint  and 
several  note,  on  the  credit  of  which  they  have  lent  1500/. 
Tbe  security  has  never  been  recalled,  nor  has  the  debt 
ever  been  paid,  as  it  appears  to  me,  even  as  between 
them  and  Cooke,     I  rest,  however,  on  this,  that  Mayor 
▼as  a  stranger  to  the  accounts,  and  had  no  right  to  say 
the  debt  was  paid  by  the  mode  in  which  those  accounts 
were  kept     In  all  the  cases  referred  to,  the  party  insist- 
ing that  the  debt  was  discharged,  was  a  party  to  the 
accounts ;  as,  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  an  account  be- 
tween the  estate  of  a  deceased  partner  and  the  continuing 
finn.    It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  joint  debt 
was  never  paid,  and  that  Mayor  was  not  discharged  from 
bis  liability  on  the  note.    It  was,  moreover,  altogether 
irregular  for  the  Commissioners, — instead  of  finding  that 
the  debt  was  not  due,  the  only  case  in  which  they  are 
authorized  by  the  act  of  parliament  to  expunge  a  proof, — 
to  find  that  the  bankrupt  was  discharged  firom  his  liabi- 
lity.   That  was  not  the  correct  mode  of  expunging  the 
proof,  even  if  it  had  been  a  proof  which  the  Commis- 
aioners  had  a  right  to  expunge.     Under  these  circum- 
stances, therefore,  I  am  of  opinion,  in  the  first  place, 
that  the  Commissioners  have  acted  irregularly,  in  revers- 
ing, m  effect,  a  judgment  of  this  Court;  and,  secondly, 
that  they  have  judged  erroneously,  in  considering  the 
debt  as  one  in  respect  of  which  the  bankrupt's  liability 
was  discharged.     With  regard  to  the  allowance  of  the 
haokrapt's  certificate,  the  Court  cannot  enter  into  corn 
siderations  of  generosity  or  indulgence;  it  can  only  ad- 
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1841. 

^^/^ 

Ei  parte 

Whitworth 

and  another. 
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1841. 


Ex  parte 

WniTWORTH 

and  another. 


minister  justice  between  the  parties^  according  to  their 
legal  right ;  and  as  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  proof  must 
be  restored,  the  necessary  consequences,  with  regard  to 
the  certificate,  must  follow.  The  Order  will  be  for  the 
proof  to  be  restored,  and  for  the  certificate  to  be  sent 
back  to  the  Commissioners  to  be  reviewed ;  the  costs  of 
all  parties  being  paid  out  of  the  estate.  The  only  ques- 
tion which  appeared  doubtful  to  me  was,  whether  I 
ought  not  to  make  the  assignee  pay  the  costs  personally. 


Westminttir, 

JuM  11, 

coram  Lord 

Cottenham,  C. 

Teas  are  sold 
to  be  paid  for 
at  appointed 
da^s,  the  sales 
beiog  made 
according  to 
the  custom  of 
the  trade, 
whereby  the 
goods,  when 


Ex  parte  George  Moffatt  and  another. — In  the  matter 
of  Caleb  Ashworth  Tate. 

XHIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt 
from  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Review  (a)  on  the  following 
Special  Case. 
The  petition  stated,  among  other  undisputed  matters, 
that  the  fiat  was  issued  on  the  15th  May  last,  and  that 
the  petitioners,  at  a  meeting  of  the  Commissioners  held 


sold,  are  left  as  n     t*   t  %  -i-i  rnii^ 

a  pledge  for  fall  for  the  proof  of  debts,  tendered  a  proof  of  a  debt  or 

the  vendor!  who,  9501.  17 s.  2d.  for  goods  sold  by  them  to  the  bankrupt, 
j2iy ro'^nt*!  is  at'  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  proof  was  rejected  by  the  Commissioners ; 
rw^li^and  *"^  ^^^  petition  prayed  that  the  petitioners  might  be  at 

to  th^^ori  ^inal*  '^'^^'**y  ^^  S^  ^^  Under  the  fiat  and  prove  their  said  debt, 
purchaser.  The  and  that  the  Commissioners  might  be  ordered  to  admit 

purchase  money 

IS  not  paid  at     the  same. 

the  appointed 

time ;  the  pur-        The  petition  Came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  23rd  July 

chaser  becomes 

bankrupt;  and   last,  when  the  Court,  having  fully  heard  and  considered 

the  vendor, 

having  sold  (a)  See  the  former  report  of  the  case,  1  Mont.  Deac.  &  D.  282. 

part  of  the  teas 

before  the  fiat,  and  the  rest  afterwards,  gives  the  estate  credit  for  the  clear  proceeds  of  the 

tales,  tendering  a  proof  for  the  residue  of  the  original  purchase-money.    Held,  that  although 

there  was  no  delivery  of  the  goods,  the  original  sale  was  a  binding  contract  within  the  Statute 

of  Frauds,  and  that  the  claim  of  the  vendors  constituted,  not  unliquidated  damages,  but  a 

proveable  debt. 


and  another. 
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the  proofs  and  allegations  of  the  parties,  found  the  facts        1841. 
of  the  case  to  be  in  substance  as  follows.  J^^"^ 

Ex  parte 

That  on  the  16th  January  1840,  and  on  divers  other  MorFixr 
days  and  times  following,  the  petitioners  bargained 
and  sold  to  the  bankrupt  divers  quantities  of  tea,  each 
purchase  to  be  paid  for  by  an  immediate  deposit  in  part 
payment,  and  the  residue  on  certain  appointed  days, 
agreed  on  at  the  time  of  each  respective  sale ;  and  these 
several  sales  were  made  according  to  the  usual  and 
accustomed  course  of  dealing  in  the  tea  trade,  whereby 
the  tea,  when  so  sold,  is  left  in  the  custody  of  the  seller, 
in  pledge  for  the  full  payment;  and  if  such  pajrments 
be  not  completed  within  the  time  appointed  at  the  sale, 
the  seller  is  at  liberty  to  resell  the  same,  and  charge  the 
loss,  if  any,  to  the  former  purchaser,  with  lawful  interest 
to  the  time  of  actual  payment,  and  also  with  other  in- 
cidental charges. 

That  the  bankrupt  did  not  complete  any  of  such  pay- 
ments ;  and  after  they  had  respectively  become  due,  the 
petitioners  resold  the  tea,  and  charged  the  loss  and  ex' 
penses  occasioned  thereby,  together  with  the  incidental 
expenses  to  the  bankrupt.     But,  at  the  date  and  suing 
/brth  of  the  fiat,  there  were  14<8  chests  of  tea  so  purchased 
by  the  bankrupt  which  were  not  then  resold.     That  the 
petitioners  gave  notice  thereof  to  the  assignees,  and  that 
the  tea  would  be  resold,  if  not  paid  for  on  or  before  the 
day  agreed  upon  with  the  bankrupt,  and  that  the  peti- 
tioners would  charge  all  losses  and  expenses  thereon 
against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt.     The  assignees  de- 
clined to  Interfere;  and  when  the  time  was  expired,  the 
148  chests  were  in  like  manner  resold  by  the  petitioners 
at  a  loss. 

That  the  petiiUoners  have  charged  the  bankrupt  with 
all  the  prices  he  agreed  to  pay  for  the  tea  so  sold  to  him, 
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1841.        as  one  entire  debt,  and  have  given  credit  for  the  clear 
^^^^^^       produce  of  the  resales  so  made,  as  well  after  as  before 

Ex  parte        ^ 

MoFPATT      his  bankruptcy,  whereby  the  entire  debt  is  reduced  to 
tnd  another.  "^ 

the  sum  of  950/.  lis.  2d.;  which  is  the  debt  in  question, 

the  proof  whereof  was  rejected  by  the  Commissioners. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  contended  on  the 
part  of  the  assignees,  that  the  contracts  between  the 
petitioners  and  bankrupt  were  rescinded  by  the  resales, 
and  that  the  claim  of  the  petitioners  was  for  unliquidated 
damages,  which  did  not  constitute  a  proveable  debt. 

Nevertheless  the  Court  declared  and  adjudged,  that 
the  contracts  were  not  any  of  them  rescinded,  but  that 
they  all  remained  in  force  as  well  after,  as  before,  the 
bankruptcy,  regard  being  had  to  the  course  of  dealing  as 
aforesaid;  and  that  the  debt  in  question,  although  equiva- 
lent to  a  loss  sustained  by  breach  of  contract,  was  in  fact 
the  residue  of  the  original  debt  contracted  before  the 
bankruptcy,  after  deducting  the  clear  produce  of  the 
goods  held  in  pledge  by  the  petitioners,  with  a  power  of 
resale  comprised  in  the  original  contract,  and  exercised 
in  part  performance  thereof  And  therefore  the  Court 
did  order  and  decree  that  the  petitioners  should  be  at 
liberty  to  go  in  under  the  fiat,  and  prove  for  the  said 
sum  of  950/.  17«.  2cl.,  or  such  other  sum  as  might  be  due 
to  them  in  respect  of  such  sales,  and  that  the  Commis- 
sioners should  receive  and  admit  the  same  accordingly. 

The  counsel  for  the  assignees  have  submitted  that  the 
said  judgement  and  decree  is  erroneous  in  matter  of  law, 
and  have  applied  for  this  special  case ;  and  they  have 
also  requested  that  a  copy  of  the  petition  may  be  here- 
unto annexed,  which  is  as  follows. 

The  special  case  then  set  forth  the  petition  to  the 
effect  stated  in  the  report  of  the  hearing  before  the  Court 
of  Review,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  282. 
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Mr.  SuKoutonf  Mr.  Spence,  and  Mr.  F.  «/*.  Hall  for 
the  appellants.    First,  the  special  case  does  not  show 
any  valid  contract  according  to  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
there  being  no  statement  of  a  written  contract,  part  pay- 
ment, or  acceptance  of  any  part  of  the  goods.     In  the 
next  place,  no  specific  goods  are  described  as  having 
been  sold;  Austen  v.  Craven  (a).     But  the  most  impor- 
tant objection  to  the  respondent's  case  is,  that  they  claim 
to  prove  for  unliquidated  damages.    According  to  the 
statement  in  the  special  case,  the  seller  was  at  liberty  to 
resell  the  teas,  and  charge  the  loss  with  interest  and 
inddental  charges  to  the  former  purchaser;  and  the 
question  is  whether  this  constitutes  a  proveable  debt. 
Now  the  loss  was  an  unascertained  amount.     [Lord 
ChanceUor.    The  debt  is  the  price  for  which  the  tea  was 
first  sold,  subject  to  be  reduced  by  the  amount  produced 
by  the  resale.]     It  will  be  conceded,  that,  but  for  the 
custom  stated  in  the  case,  there  would  be  no  proveable 
debt;  Boorman  v.  Nash  {b);  Green  v.  Bicknell{c).    In 
these  cases  it  was  held,  that  what  loss  was  suffered,  was 
a  matter  to  be  ascertained  by  a  jury.     So  in  this  case  the 
amount  of  the  deductions,  and  the  questions  whether  the 
sales  were  properly  conducted,  and  whether  the  charges 
made  were  proper,  are  matters  which  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained without  the  intervention  of  a  jury.    The  custom 
can  make  no  difference  in  this  respect,  for  it  only  gives 
the  vendor  the  benefit  of  a  pledge  or  security  for  the 
amount  of  the  damage  incurred  by  the  non-performance 
of  the  contract;  and  the  circumstance,  that  there  is  a 
wcurity  for  a  demand,  cannot  alter  its  nature,  or  render 
it  a  liquidated   claim,   if  it  would   otherwise   be   un- 
liquidated. 
(«)  4  Ttant  644.         (6)  9  B.  &  C.  145.         (e)  8  Ad.  &  £.  701. 


1841. 
Ex  parte 

MOFFATT 

and  another. 
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1841.  In  Maclean  v.  Dunn(a),  it  was  held  that  a  vendor  has 

Ex  parte       ^^  general  the  same  right  of  reselling,  as  is  stated  to  be- 

•^aDotSr.    ^^"S  ^^^^  *^  *^®  petitioners  by  the  special  custom;  and 

yet  it  has  never  been  held,  that  in  general  a  vendor  who 

has  resold  has  a  proveable  debt. 


Mr.  Bethell,  Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Heathfield,  for 
the  respondents.  The  special  case  states  the  custom  to 
be  for  a  deposit  to  be  paid  by  way  of  part  payment,  and 
for  the  residue  to  be  paid  on  certain  appointed  days,  the 
teas  being  left  in  the  custody  of  the  seller,  by  way  of 
pledge  for  the  full  payment.  The  sum  due,  therefore,  is 
completely  ascertained,  being  the  amount  of  the  purchase 
money  at  which  the  teas  were  sold;  and,  by  leaving  them 
in  pledge,  a  new  contract  is  entered  into,  carrying  with  it 
a  confirmation  of  the  contract  of  purchase.  The  prin- 
ciple for  which  we  contend  is  adopted  in  the  familiar 
case  of  a  sale  of  real  estate  (&),  where  the  lien  arises, 
without  any  special  custom  or  contract  for  security.  Can 
the  nature  of  the  property  make  any  difference,  as  to  the 
purchase  money  being  a  liquidated  debt?  The  same 
arguments  as  have  been  used  here  with  regard  to  the 
propriety  of  the  sale,  the  charges  and  deductions,  would 
apply  in  the  case  of  real  estates.  In  Nash  v.  Boorman  (c), 
the  bankruptcy  occurred  before  the  time  arrived  for  car- 
rying the  contract  into  effect.  In  Chreen  v.  Bicknell{d\ 
the  ground  of  the  decision  was,  that  every  one  of  the  data 
on  which  the  calculation  proceeded  might  be  disputed 
before  a  jury.  Here  every  thing  is  ascertained  by  the 
terms  of  the  special  case. 

(a)  4  BiDg.  722. 

(6)  S«e  Bowlu  V.  Rogrrt,  1  Cooke,  B.  L.  146  (8th  edit.) 

(c)  9  B.  &  C.  146.  (if)  8  Ad.  &  B.  701. 
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Mr.  Swanston,  in  reply.    The  Court  below  has  not, 
by  the  terms  of  its  Order,  liquidated  this  demand;  the 
Order  being,  only,  that  the  petitioners  should  be  at 
liberty  to  go  in  under  the  fiat,  and  prove  the  sum  of 
9502.  17«.  2d.,  or  such  other  sum  as  might  be  due  to 
them.      [Lord  Chancellor.   It  is  found,  as  a  fact,  that 
the  respondents  have  given  credit  for  the  clear  produce 
of  the  sales.]     Still,  part  of  the  goods  having  been  sold 
filer  the  bankruptcy,  this  statement  would  not  prove  that 
there  was  a  proveable  debt  at  the  date  of  the  fiat.     The 
goods  must  have  been  delivered,  to  create  a  proveable 
debt    While  they  remain  with  the  vendor,  there  is  no 
debt;  he  may  recover  damages  for  breach  of  contract, 
but,  before  verdict,  they  are  unliquidated.     The  argu- 
ment founded  on  the  statute  of  frauds  has  not  been 
attempted  to  be  answered.     That  statute  provides,  that 
00  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods  for  the  price  of  10/., 
or  upwards,  shall  be  allowed  to  be  good,  except  the 
bDjer  shall  accept  part  of  the  goods,  and  actually  re- 
ceire  the  same, — or  shall  give  something  in  earnest  to 
bind  the  bargain,  or  in  part  of  payment, — or  unless  some 
Diemorandum  or  note  in  writing  shall  be  signed  by  the 
puties  to  be  charged,  or  their  agents.     [Lord  Char^ 
fdlor.    It  is  stated  here,  that  the  dealing  took  place, 
according  to  a  custom  which  created  a  new  and  distinct 
contract  by  way  of  pledge,  thereby  taking  the  transac- 
tion out  of  the  provision  of  the  statute.]     The  transaction 
^  single ;  it  is  not  even  alleged  that  there  were  two 
contracts;  and,  therefore,  we  submit  that  it  must  be  con- 
sidered as  falling  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 


1841. 

Ex  parte 

M0FF4TT 

and  another. 


Lord  Chancellor. — I  can  only  deal  with  the  facts, 
«•  set  out  in  the  special  case.    The  Court  of  Review 
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1841.        states,  that  on  the  15th  of  January  1840,  and  on  other 
Ex  parte       ^^y^f  the  petitioners  bargained  and  sold  to  the  bankrupt 

MoFFATT      divers  quantities  of  tea;  and  that  these  sales  were  made 
and  another.  ^  ' 

according  to  the  custom  of  the  tea  trade,  whereby  the 
tea  when  sold  is  left  in  the  custody  of  the  seller  in  pledge 
for  the  full  payment.  This  amounts  to  the  same  thing 
as  sayingi  that  the  parties  had  agreed  to  that  mode  of 
dealing.  I  do  not  find  any  statement  of  part  payment 
having  been  made ;  but  there  is  one,  which  imports  an 
acceptance  of  the  goods  by  the  bankrupt;  the  transaction 
being  stated  to  have  taken  place  according  to  a  mode  of 
dealing,  by  which  the  goods  were  left  in  the  possession 
of  the  vendor  as  a  pledge.  Now,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
there  should  be  an  actual  transportation  of  the  goods,  to 
constitute  an  acceptance ;  and  the  fact  of  the  goods  being 
left,  as  stated  in  the  case,  amounts  not  only  to  an  accept- 
ance, but  to  a  new  contract  by  way  of  pledge.  The 
transaction  being,  therefore,  according  to  the  terms  oi 
the  special  case,  a  purchase,  and  the  bankrupt  becoming 
the  owner  of  the  teas,  and  the  vendor  the  owner  of  the 
money,  there  was  no  difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  debt 
and  all  that  remained  to  be  ascertained  was  what  usually 
remains  to  be  ascertained  where  there  is  a  pledge,  namelyj 
the  amount  of  the  reduction  to  be  made  in  respect  of  the 
security.  Now  the  case  states,  that  the  teas  have  been 
sold,  and  that  the  petitioners  have  given  the  bankrupt 
credit  for  the  clear  produce  of  the  sales,  whereby  the 
entire  debt  is  reduced  to  950Z.  175.  2d.  There  is,  there- 
fore, upon  this  special  case  no.  ambiguity  as  to  the 
amount  claimed ;  there  being  an  original  clear  debt,  vrith 
an  ascertained  reduction  to  be  made  on  account  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  security.  The  case  of  Green  v.  BickneU{a\ 
which  has  been  relied  upon,  was  decided  on  quite  difier- 

(a)  8  Ad.  &  £.  701. 
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ent  grounds;  a  breach  of  contract  having  been  there  held 
to  have  taken  place ;  and  it  having  been  considered^  that 
although  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  the  plaintiffs' 
daim  was  measured  by  the  difference  between  the  price 
agreed  to  be  paid^  and  the  market  price  when  the  con- 
tnu:t  should  have  been  fulfilled^  yet  the  data  on  which 
the  calculation  must  have  proceeded  were  not  so  settled 
as  not  to  admit  of  dispute ;  and  that^  consequently,  the 
damage  sustained  could  only  be  ascertained  by  the  inter- 
vention of  a  jury.  I  think,  therefore,  that  Chreen  v. 
Bieknell  is  distinguishable  from  the  present  case,  and 
that  the  Order  of  the  Court  of  Review  must  be  affirmed. 


1841. 

Ex  parte 

MOPFATT 

and  another. 


Ordered  accordingly. 


Thomas  Hudson  and  others,  assignees  of  Joseph  Fors-  wr^^,-,„.^ 
TER,  John  Forster.  and  William  Forster.  appel-  «'»«^  ^^^ 
lants;  Eleanor  Forster,  respondent.  JuneU. 

^  A  testator,  by  his 

iHIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Court  wiu,ffives2000/. 

^'^  to  a  daaghter, 

of  Review  (a),  on  the  following  '«  *«  p«»^  « 

thtreinafttr 
Special  Case.  mentioned,  and 

charges  certain 

The  special  case  set  forth  at  length  the  petition  to  the  estates  with  the 
Court  below,  which  stated  that  the  petitioner's  late  father ,  sabseauentpas- 
John  Forster  fCBTTied  on,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  the  trade  thTdaught^to 
of  a  merchant  or  cotton  manufacturer,  at  his  house  in  ^1^^^  f^^ 
Fisher  Street  in  the  city  of  Carlisle,  in  partnership  with  ^^J^f  Jt 

^v«     ,»»       ^        .^-..r*  interest,  till  she 

(a)  See  1  Mont  Deac.  &  D.  418.  should  happen 

to  marry,  and 


that  then  mnd  tn  tueh  eate  the  legacy  should  be  paid  by  certain  instalments  by  the  executors, 

etc?" 
I 

legacy 
bi,  'that  the  bequest  was  a  vested  legacy  of  2000/.,  and  not  merely  a  gift  of  the 


they  coDthbntioK  to  the  payment  eqoalljr.     He  then  devises  the  property  charged,  subject  to 
dw  payment  of  the  legacy,  to  three  of  his  sons,  whom  he  appoints  tiis  residuarv  legatees  and 
r  paying  his  debts,  funeral  expenses,  the  legacy  above-mentioned,  and  certain 


"7. 


t  wh3«  the  daughter  remained  tingle,  with  a  contingent  gift  of  the  principal  in  the  event 
flf  miTtagea 

TOL.  II.  N 
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hit  SODS  Thamoi,  James,  aod  Jokn;  and  by  hii  wiU(«), 
after  directing  his  debts  and  funeral  expenaet  to  be  paid 
out  of  his  personal  estate,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  his 
daughter  Ann  the  sum  of  3000/.»  and  unto  die  petitiooerj 
his  daughter  Eleanor,  the  sum  of  2000L ;  for  seeariBg 
which  said  two  legacies  and  the  interest  thereof)  till  the 
same  should  be  paid  by  his  executors,  which  the  testaloi 
thereby  ordered  and  directed  to  be  paid  as  thereinafter 
mentioned,  he,  by  his  said  will,  charged  ud  made  charge- 
able, his  houses,  shops,  warehouses  and  premises,  which 
he  then  occupied  at  the  lower  end  of  Fisher  Street  afore- 
said, as  also  his  closes  at  Murrell  Hill,  witfi  the  same, 
and  declared  it  to  be  his  will  and  mind,  and  thereby 
ordered  and  directed,  that  his  said  two  daughters  should 
let  their  said  several  legacies  remain,  continue  and  be  in 
the  hands  of  his  executors,  at  the  interest  of  4/.  per  cent 
per  annum,  till  they,  his  daughters,  should  happen  to 
marry ;  and  that  then  and  in  such  case,  and  upon  such 
marriages  taking  place,  the  legacy  or  legacies  to  be  paid 
upon  such  her  or  their  marriage  or  marriages  to  her  or 
them  by  instalments,  at  the  rate  of  666/.  13f «  4kf.  by  the 
year,  by  his  executors,  and  they,  his  executors,  contri- 
buting to  the  payment  of  such  legacies  equally,  and 
share  and  share  alike.    And  the  testator  also  gave  and 
bequeathed  unto  his  son  Joseph,  long  since  deceased, 
an  annuity  of  30/.  for  his  life,  to  be  paid  in  the  manner 
therein  mentioned,  by  his  executors,  their  heirs,  exe^ 
cutors,  or  administrators,  who  were  to  contribute  in 
paying  the  said  annuity  -equally,  and  share  and  share 
alike;  and  the  testator  thereby  charged  and  made  charge- 


(a)  Sm  1  Mont  Deac  &  D.  418.  The  will  is  lieis  let  out  more  fnllx, 
ts  some  puMgee  were  relied  vpoe  Wore  ilie  Lord  CkanoeUor,  wfaicdi  w«e 
not  made  the  sul^t  of  comment  in  the  Court  Mow. 
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iUe  therewith  his  said  houses,  shops,  warehouses,  and 
premises,  which  he,  the  said  testator,  occupied  at  the 
lower  end  of  Firiier  Street  aforesaid.    And,  after  making 
(he  sereral  gifts  and  bequests  aforesaid,  the  testator  then 
give  and  de?ised  unto  his  two  sons,  JarMs  and  John^ 
Arir  heirs  and  assigns,  all  and  singular  his  said  houses, 
ihops,  warehouses,  and  premises,  with  their  appurte- 
MBces,  situate  in  Carlisle,  which  he,  the  testator,  then 
oeeapied;  to  hold  the  same,  with  their  appurtenances, 
wto  his  said  two  sons,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever, 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  subject 
severtheless,  and  charged  and  chargeable,  for  securing 
Ae  legacies  and  the  annuity  aforesaid*  And  he  also  gave 
and  devised  unto  his  son  Thcmas^  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
ill  snd  singular  those  his  the  testator's  several  freehold 
doses  at  Murreil  Hill  aforesaid ;  to  hold  the  same  with 
tlie  appurtenances,  unto  his  son  Thomas^  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever,  subject  nevertheless,  and  charged  and 
chargeable,  for  securing  the  two  legacies  before  men- 
tioned.   And  the  testator,  in  and  by  his  will,  gave  and 
keqoeadied  all  his  stock  in  trade,  looms  and  other 
Qleimls  of  trade,  book  debts,  and  partnership  concerns, 
together  with  his  horses,  carts,  cattle,  and  utensils  of 
bubandry,  unto  his  sons  Thfrnxu^  JameSy  and  Johuj 
tiieir  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  as  tenants  in 
eommon.    And,  after  bequeathing  certain  specific  lega- 
OM,  the  testator  gave  and  bequeathed  all  the  rest,  resi- 
doe,  and  remainder  of  his  personal  estate  and  effects  unto 
his  three  sons,  ThomaSi  James,  and  Johrty  their  executors, 
idimnistrators,  and  assigns,  as  tenants  in  common,  and 
not  as  joint  tenants ;  and  appointed  his  said  three  sons, 
fKossof,  JamtSt  and  «7bAn,  residuary  legatees  and  joint 
executors  of  his  will,  diey  paying  and  discharging  all 

n2 
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respondent. 


his  just  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  and  the  legacies 
bequeathed  to  his  two  daughters,  as  also  the  annuity  by 
the  will  bequeathed  to  his  son  Joseph^  and  another 
annuity  therein  mentioned  to  be  secured  by  the  bond 
of  the  testator.  After  seating  out  the  remainder  of  the 
petition  to  the  effect  stated  in  the  report  of  the  hearing 
before  the  Court  of  Review,  antey  vol.  i.  p.  418,  the 
special  case  proceeded  to  state,  that  the  petition  was 
heard  on  the  14th  day  of  January  last ;  when  it  was  con- 
tended, on  behalf  of  the  assignees,  that  the  legacy  in 
question  was  not  vested  in  the  petitioner  by  the  will  of 
her  father,  but  was  contingent  and  payable  only  in  the 
event  of  her  marriage,  and  not  otherwise ;  but  that  never- 
theless the  Court  declared  and  adjudged  the  same  to  be 
a  vested  legacy,  and  that  it  still  remained  chargeable  on 
the  said  real  estates,  and  thereupon  ordered  them  to  be 
sold  and  applied  in  the  manner  and  form  as  prayed  by 
the  petition. 


Mr.  Wigraftty  and  Mr.  Purvis,  for  the  appellants. 
Even  if  the  question  were  whether  the  legacy  was  vested, 
as  regards  the  testator's  personal  estate,  the  decision  of 
the  Court  below  must  be  reversed;  for  the  only  ground 
on  which  it  could  be  considered  vested  would  be,  either 
that  there  was  a  gift  of  the  legacy,  distinct  from  the 
direction  for  payment, — or  that  the  intermediate  interest 
was  bequeathed  to  the  legatee.  But,  although  these  cir- 
cumstances may  have  been  held  sufScient  in  some  cases 
to  vest  legacies  which  would  otherwise  be  contingent, 
yet  it  has  been  expressly  decided,  that  they  have  no  such 
effect  where  the  contingency  is  that  of  marriage,  which 
may  never  happen  at  all ;  Atkins  v.  Hiccocks  (a).    But 


(a)  1  Atk.  600. 
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the  only  question  here  is^  whether  the  legacy  is  vested^  as 
regards  the  real  estate;  and  that  question  is  unaffected 
bj  the  separation  of  the  gift  from  the  direction  to  pay^ 
or  by  the  gift  of  intermediate  interest;  JUackell  v. 
Winter  (a)  ;  Pearce  v.  Laman  (ft). 

The  whole  case  of  the  respondents,  therefore,  depends 
upon  the  direction,  that  the  testator's  daughters  should 
let  their  legacies  remain,  continue  and  be  in  the  hands 
of  his  executors  at  interest,  till  the  daughters  married. 
This  direction,  however,  was  necessarily  introduced,  to 
enable  the  executors  to  postpone  the  investment  of  a 
ipecific  fund,  to  answer  the  payment  of  interest  until  the 
contingency  was  determined,  and  cannot  therefore  be 
properly  considered  as  controlling  the  nature  of  the 
bequest  itself. 


1841. 

Hudson 
and  others, 
apfwUants; 

FoRtTBR, 

respondent. 


Mr.  T^nney^  Mr.  Swanstan,  and  Mr.  Sydenham  Clarke, 
for  the  respondents.  In  Booth  v.  Booth  (c)  Lord 
Ahanley  considered  the  decision  in  Atkins  v.  Hic' 
cocks  (d)  to  proceed  upon  the  circumstance  that  the 
marriage  was  to  be  with  the  consent  of  certain  persons, 
which  imported  a  condition ;  and  there  is  no  valid  dis- 
tbction  which  will  reconcile  the  decision  in  Booth  v. 
Booth  with  that  in  Atkins  v.  Hiccocks,  except  the  dis- 
tinction between  a  marriage  with  consent,  and  a  marriage 
generally.  Besides,  the  present  case  falls  within  the  rule, 
that  where  a  legacy  charged  upon  real  estate  is  payable 
It  a  future  day,  and  the  payment  is  postponed  for  other 
objects  than  the  benefit  of  the  legatee,  the  legacy  will 
be  payable,  notwithstanding  the  legatee  may  die  before 
the  time  of  payment  arrives;    Duke    of  Chandos  v. 


(«)  3  Yes.  543. 
(e)  4  Yes.  406. 


(6)  3  Yes.  135. 
(d)  lAtk.500. 
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Talbot  (a) ;  Dawson  v.  Killet  (&)  ;  Bayley  v.  Bishop  (c). 
Independently  of  these  authorities,  the  direction,  that  the 
daughters  should  let  their  legacies  remain  in  the  hands 
of  the  executors,  would  be  sufficient  to  determine  the 
construction  ;  since,  unless  the  legacies  belonged  to  the 
daughters,  how  could  they  give  any  permission  respect- 
ing them.  The  postponement  being  for  the  personal 
benefit  of  the  sons  who  have  died  is  now  at  an  end,  and 
the  petitioner  is  entitled  to  have  the  legacy  raised  and 
paid  to  her.  They  also  cited  ThornhiU  v.  Hall(d); 
Watkins  v.  Cheek  (e);  and  Murkin  v.  PhiUipmm(f). 


Mr.  Wigram,  in  reply.  The  principle,  that  a  legacy 
shall  be  considered  vested,  if  the  payment  be  postponed 
for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  has  never  been  applied  to  a 
bequest  depending  on  an  event  which  may  not  happen; 
but  has  reference  only  to  those  cases,  where  the  event 
must  happen,  provided  the  legatee  lives  till  a  definite 
period.  The  authority  of  Booths.  Booth  (g)  hat  been 
much  weakened  by  subsequent  cases,  and  the  decision 
there  was  expressly  grounded  on  the  circumstance  of 
the  bequest  being  residuary. 


Lord  Chancellor. — The  general  rule,  no  doubt,  is, 
that  where  a  legacy  is  to  be  raised  out  of  lands  at  a 
future  day,  or  upon  a  contingency,  and  the  legatee  dies 
before  the  time  arrives,  or  the  contingency  is  determined, 
the  gift  fails.  It  does  not  however  appear  to  me,  that 
upon  the  true  construction  of  the  will,  this  rule  has  any 
application  to  the  legacy  now  under  consideration.   I  will 

(a)  2  P.  W.  601.  (6)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  119. 

(c)  9  Vw.  6.    See  also  PooU  v.  Terry,  4  Sim.  294. 

(d)  2  CI.  &  Fid.  22 }  8  Bli.  N.  S.  88.        (e)  2  S.  &  S.  199. 
(/)  3  Myl.  &  Ki  257.  .    {g)  4,Ve8.406. 
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fiiBt  ciHiBidar  the  bequest,  independently  of  the  direction 
ibr  payment    The  testator  had  six  children,  four  sons, 
and  two  daughters.    To  each  of  his  daughters  be  gives 
the  aum  of  90001. ;  for  securing  which  two  legacies  and 
(he  interest  thereof  he  charges^  and  makes  chargeable, 
his  property  in  Fisher  Street  and  at  Murrell  Hill.    He 
flien  gives  to  two  of  his  sons  the  property  in  Fisher 
Street,  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee,  subject  nevertheless 
and  charged  and  chargeable  for  securing  the  legacies, 
and  gives  the  property  at  Murrell  Hill  to  another  son  in 
fee,  subject  and  charged  in  the  same  way.    He  gives  his 
residuary  estate  to  his  three  sons,  and  appoints  them 
ledduary  legatees  and  executors,  they  paying  and  dis- 
char^ng  his  debts,  funeral  expenses  and  legacies.     So 
&r  therefore  as  this  portion  of  the  will  goes,  there  would 
be  no  doubt  of  the  daughters  being  entitled  in  presenti 
to  their  legacies.    But,  after  bequeathing  the  legacies, 
Ae  testator  adds,  *^  for  securing  which  said  two  legacies 
nd  the  interest  thereof  till  the  same  shall  be  paid  by  my 
executors,  and  which  I  hereby  order  and  direct  shall  be 
paid  0$  hereinafter  mentioned^  I  hereby  charge  and  make 
chargeable  my  houses,  shops,  warehouses,  and  premises, 
which  I  now  occupy  at  the  lower  end  of  Fisher  Street, 
and  also  my  closes  at  Murrell  Hill ;''  and  then  he  directs 
his  daughters  to  let  their  legacies  remain  in  the  handd  of 
his  executors  at  interest,  till  they,  his  daughters,  should 
happen  to  marry ;  and  that  then  and  in  such  case,  and  upon 
mch  marriage  taking  place,  the  legacy  or  legacies  should 
be  paid,  upon  such  her  or  their  marriage  or  marriages, 
to  her  or  them  by  instalments,  his  executors  contributing 
to  such  pa}rment  equally  share  and  share  alike.    And 
the  question  is,  whether  this  direction  destroys  the  prior 
gift,  or  only  applies  to  the  mode  of  enjoyment.    Now  it 
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does  not  appear  to  me  inconsistent,  to  hold,  that  the  testa- 
tor intended  his  daughters  to  take  a  vested  interest  in  the 
legacies,  although  he,  for  the  personal  benefit  of  his  sons, 
directed  that  the  latter  should  have  the  use  of  the  money 
until  a  certain  event  happened,  upon  their  paying  interest 
upon  the  amount  in  the  meantime.  This  indeed  seems 
to  be  the  only  construction,  which  will  render  the  different 
parts  of  the  will  consistent;  for,  according  to  the  other  in- 
terpretation which  has  been  contended  for,  the  daughters, 
who  are  directed  to  let  their  legacies  renudn  in  the  hands 
of  the  executors,  would  have  no  option  in  the  matter. 
The  event  in  question  has  not  happened;  but  the  persons 
who  are  to  have  the  use  of  the  money  have  ceased  to 
exist;  and  it  is  contended,  therefore,  that  if  the  direction 
were  introduced  solely  for  their  personal  benefit,  the 
object  of  postponing  the  payment  of  the  legacy  would 
be  at  an  end,  and  the  legatee  would  be  now  entitled  to 
receive  it.  On  that  point,  however,  I  give  no  judgment, 
deciding  merely  that  the  legacy  was  vested,  and  that  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Review  must  be  affirmed. 


Wettminiter, 
JUM  12. 

It  is  not  neces- 
sary, that  the 
Commisiioner 
should  certify 
that  the  debt  of 
a  creditor,  pro- 
posed to  be  sub- 
stitated  for  that 
of  the  petition- 
ing creditor,  has 
been  incurred 
not  anterior  to 
the  debt  of  the 
petitioning  cre- 
ditor; if  Uie 
Court  is  satis- 
fied of  the  fact 
by  other  evi- 
dence. 


Ex  parte  Pubery. — In  the  matter  of  Proffit. 

XHIS  was  a  petition  to  substitute  the  debt  of  a  creditor 
for  that  of  the  i)etitioning  creditor,  the  latter  having  been 
expunged  by  the  Commissioners  as  fictitious,  and  there- 
fore inaufficient  to  support  the  fiat.  It  appeared  from 
the  affidavit  in  support  of  the  petition,  that  the  debt  pro- 
posed to  be  substituted  was  incurred  not  anterior  to  the 
debt  of  the  petitioning  creditor. 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  in  support  of  the  petition. 
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Mr.  K.  Parker^  contrd,  objected  that  under  the  18th 

taction  of  the  act  of  parliament  (a),  the  Commissioner 

should  not  only  have  found  the  debt  of  the  petitioning 

creditor  to  be  insufficient  to  support  the  fiat^  but  should 

ibo  have  certified  that  the  debt  proposed  to  be  substituted 

was  incurred  not  anterior  to  the  debt  of  the  petitioning 

creditor.     In  J3x  parte  Hunter  (b),  where  the  Commis- 

Boners  had  omitted  to  cerUfy  this  fact,  the  Court  referred 

it  back  to  them,  to  inquire  whether  the  debt  proposed  to 

be  substituted  was  anterior,  or  not. 


1841. 
Ex  parte 

PUBBRY. 


Sir  John  Cross. — In  the  case  cited,  the  Court  had 
DO  knowledge  whether  the  debt  to  be  substituted  was 
Ulterior,  or  not,  to  that  of  the  petitioning  creditor;  and 
they  therefore  referred  it  to  the  Commissioners  to  ascer- 
tib  that  fiu^t.  In  the  present  case,  the  Court  is  sufficiently 
ioformed  of  that  fact,  by  the  affidavit  in  support  of  the 
petition.  The  words  of  the  18th  section  are,  if  the  debt 
of  the  petitioning  creditor  **  be  found  insufficient  to  sup- 
port a  commission,"  the  Lord  Chancellor  may,  ^*  upon 
die  application  of  any  other  creditor,  having  proved  any 
debt  sufficient  to  support  a  commission,  provided  such 
debt  has  been  incurred  not  anterior  to  the  debt  of  the 
petitioning  creditor,  order  the  commission  to  be  pro- 
ceeded in."  The  act  does  not  require  the  certificates 
of  the  Commissioners  as  to  these  facts.  It  is  sufficient, 
therefore,  if  the  Court  is  satisfied  of  them  by  other 
endence. 


(«)  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16. 


(6)  2  Deac.  &  C.  507. 
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Wtstminrt^, 
June  12. 

Where  an  atsi^- 
nee  bad  lold  his 
debt  to  a  cre- 
ditor who  was 
adverse  to  the 
fiat,  he  was 
.  ordered  to  be 
removed,  and  a 
new  one  chosen 
in  bis  room,  and 
he  was  re- 
strained from 
voting  in  the 
choice  of  the 
new  assignee* 


Ex  parte  Stagg  and  others. — In  the  matter  of 

BUBTON*-— 

This  was  the  petition  of  several  creditors  for  the 
removal  of  an  assignee^  and  the  choice  of  a  new  one  in 
his  room,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  sold  his  debt  to 
another  creditor  who  was  adverse  to  the  fiat,  and  who 
had  also  bought  up  the  debts  of  several  other  creditors. 
The  petitioners  also  prayed,  that  the  assignee,  if  removed, 
roight  be  restrained  from  voting  in  the  choice  of  the  new 
assignee. 

Mr.  Anderdan  appeared  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Swamiont  for  the  assignee,  consented  to  hit 
removal,  but  not  that  he  should  be  restrained  from  voting 
in  the  choice  of  the  new  assignee. 

Sir  John  Cross. — As  the  assignee  might,  under  the 
peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case,  abuse  the  right  of 
voting  in  the  choice  of  the  new  assignee,  I  think  he  ought 
to  be  restrained  from  exercising  that  right.  I  admit  that 
a  creditor,  notwithstanding  he  has  sold  his  debt,  may  in 
general  vote  in  the  choice  of  assignees ;  but,  on  the  pre- 
sent occasion,  I  think  the  Court  ought  to  interfere  and 
prevent  him  from  voting. 


Ordered,  that  the  assignee  should  be  removed, 
and  a  new  one  chosen  in  his  room,  and  that  the 
removed  assignee  should  be  restrained  from  voting 
in  such  choice ;  and  that  if  the  other  asignees 
desired  to  withdraw,  then  that  there  should  be 
an  entire  new  choice  of  both  assignees. 
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Ex  parte  Bxjrdikik. — In  the  matter  of  Mills  and 
Seed. 

This  was  ihe  petition  of  a  creditor  for  annulling  a 
fleptrate  fiat^  in  favour  of  a  joint  fiat.  It  appeared  that 
^  separate  flat  was  issued  against  Seed  on  the  SOth 
JfsjTi  and  the  joint  one  against  both  bankrupts  on  the 
SM;  but  the  Commissioners  had  proceeded  to  adjudi- 
€tle  under  the  joint  fiat^  notwithstanding  the  separate 
fit  was  the  first  sued  out 

Mr.  SwaneUmi  and  Mr.  Arehbold,  were  in  support  of 
the  petition. 

If  r.  Anderdon,  for  the  petitioning  creditor  under  the 
leparate  fiat.  The  petitioner  in  this  case,  notwithstanding 
he  now  applies  to  supersede  the  separate  fiat^  ran  a  race 
with  my  client  for  a  separate  flat  in  the  flrst  instance. 
There  was  a  firm  of  MilU  and  Seed  at  Manchester^ 
which  was  only  subsidiary  to  the  more  important  sepa- 
nte  trade  of  Seed  in  London.  We  admit  the  general 
nle,  that  a  separate  fiat  is  annulled  to  give  effect  to  a 
jobt  one;  but  still  it  is  always  a  matter  for  the  discretion 
of  the  Court  Now^  in  the  present  case^  the  separate 
eitate  and  dealings  of  Seed  are  much  more  important 
than  the  estate  or  dealings  of  MilU  and  Seed;  and 
Moreover  Mills  contests  his  own  bankruptcy.  If  the 
Court  should  annul  the  separate  flat,  it  will  at  all  events 
order  an  inspector  to  be  appointed  to  watch  over  the 
interests  of  the  separate  creditors  of  Seed. 


1841. 


Wntmintitr, 
June  12. 

A  separate  fiat 
was  annulled  in 
favour  of  a  sub- 
sequent joint 
one»  notwith- 
standing the  se- 
parate estate 
was  more  im- 
porunt  than  the 
joint  estate,  and 
one  of  the  bank- 
rupts intended 
to  dispute  his 
bankniptcy. 

If,  under  such 
circumstances, 
an  inspector 
shoula  become 
necessary  to 
protect  the  inte- 
rests of  the  se- 
parate creditors, 
the  appointment 
will  be  at  the 
expense  of  the 
joint  estate. 


Sb  John  Cross.— *It  appears^  that  both  these  fiats 
^rere  regularly  sued  out^  as  well  by  the  respondent^  as 
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1841.  by  the  petitioners  ;  and  that  the  Commissioners  thought 
^!^^'^^  right  to  adjudicate  under  the  joint  fiat,  in  preference  to 
BuRDiKiN.  the  separate  fiat  previously  issued.  The  separate  fiat, 
therefore,  has  become  utterly  useless.  In  my  opinion, 
the  Commissioners  would  have  more  strictly  discharged 
their  duty,  if  they  had  proceeded  to  abjudicate  on  the 
fiat  first  in  order ;  leaving  it  for  this  Court  to  do  what 
was  proper  in  disposing  of  the  two  fiats.  I  do  not  see 
any  thing  in  this  case  to  prevent  the  application  of  the 
general  rule,  to  annul  a  separate  fiat,  in  favour  of  a  joint 
one.  If  Milk  succeeds  in  upsetting  the  joint  fiat  against 
himself,  it  will  nevertheless  be  good  as  a  separate  fiat 
against  Seed,  under  the  16th  section  of  the  act  of  par- 
liament (a),  by  which  it  is  enacted,  that  "  in  every  com- 
mission against  two  or  more  persons  it  shall  be  lavrfbl 
for  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  supersede  such  commission 
as  to  one  or  more  of  such  persons,  and  the  validity  of 
such  commission  shall  not  be  thereby  affected  as  to  any 
person,  as  to  whom  such  commission  is  not  ordered  to 
be  superseded,  nor  shall  any  such  person's  certificate  be 
thereby  affected."  With  respect  to  the  appointment  of 
an  inspector  of  Seed*s  separate  estate,  that  may  be 
ordered  hereafter,  if  the  necessity  should  be  made  appa- 
rent to  the  Court ;  and  in  that  case  I  think  the  appoint- 
ment should  be  at  the  costs  of  the  joint  estate,  as  the 
separate  fiat  was  sued  out  first. 

Ordered,  that  the  separate  fiat  should  be  annulled, 
at  the  costs  of  the  joint  estate. 

(a)  6Geo.  4.C.  16. 
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Ex  parte  John  Tarletok. — In  the  matter  of  John 
Tarleton. 

This  was  a  petition  of  the  bankrupt,  praying  that  the 
assignee  and  the  solicitors  to  the  fiat  might  be  ordered 
RspectiTely  to  produce  to  the  petitioner,  or  to  his  at- 
lomies,  upon  oath,  all  books,  papers  and  writings  in 
their  custody,  relating  to  his  property,  and  to  the  dealings 
and  transactions  of  the  assignees  therewith. 

The  petition  stated,  that  by  an  order  (a)  of  this  Court, 
mde  on  the  SOth  November  1839,  it  was  ordered  that 
the  Commissioners  should  cause  a  meeting  to  be  hoiden, 
of  which  due  notice  was  to  be  published  in  the  London 
Gixette,  at  which  meeting  the  bankrupt  was  to  be  at 
liberty  to  surrender  himself  under  the  commission,  and 
Dike  a  full  and  true  disclosure  and  discovery  of  his 
estate  and  effects,  and  finish  his  examination ;  and  the 
CommisBioners  were  to  enter  upon  the  proceedings  the 
Rison  which  prevented  the  bankrupt  from  surrendering 
od  finishing  his  examination  within  the  time  before 
iRKHnted  for  that  purpose;  and  the  creditors  of  the 
bttkrupt  who  should  be  present  at  such  meeting  were 
to  be  at  liberty  to  interrogate  and  examine  him  touching 
the  disclosure  and  discovery  of  his  estate  and  effects,  as 
they  should  think  fiW;  that  the  costs  of  the  meeting 
thoold  be  paid  by  the  bankrupt ;  and  that  the  further 
consideration  of  the  other  matters  of  the  petition  should 
he  adjourned  until  further  order;  with  liberty  for  any 
of  the  parties  to  apply  to  the  Court  as  they  should  be 
advised. 

That  the  petitioner,  who  was  upwards  of  eighty-five 

(a)  The  ^U,  under  which  this  Order  was  made,  appear  in  a  former 
>«P«tof  thecaae,  4  Deac.  178. 


1841. 


SetjeanU* 
Inn  Hall, 
June  15. 

A  bankrupt,  who 
was  abroad 
when  the  com- 
mission was 
issued,  after  the 
lapse  of  many 
years,  returned 
to  England,  and 
obtained  an 
Order  for  leave 
to  surrender  and 
pass  his  last  ex- 
amination.   He 
accordingly 
went  down  from 
London  to 
Liverpool  to  at- 
tend the  Com- 
missioners for 
this  purpose, 
but  no  one  ex* 
pressed  any  wish 
or  intention  to 
examine  him ; 
and  the  Com- 
missioners, after 
taking  his  sur- 
render, adjourn- 
ed the  last  exa- 
mination for 
three  months, 
but  not  at  the 
request  of  the 
bankrupt.  Held, 
that  the  bank- 
rupt's non-at- 
tendance at  the 
adjourned  meet- 
ing did  not  de- 
pnve  him  of  his 
right  to  an  Or- 
der on  the  assig- 
nees, under  the 
132d  sect  of 
6Geo.4.c.l6., 
10  declare  how 
they  had  dis- 
posed of  his  real 
and  personal 
estate. 
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1841.  years  of  age,  and  paralysed  on  one  side  of  his  body, — not- 
Ex  parte  withstanding  such  age  and  infirmity,  and  contrary  to  the 
TiftLKTON.  advice  and  recommendation  of  his  medical  attendant, — in 
compliance  with  the  above  order,  attended  at  Liverpool 
on  the  7th  July  last,  and  duly  eurrendered  himadf  te 
the  three  surviving  Commissiooera  acting  under  the 
renewed  commission ;  but  the  examination  of  the  peti- 
tioner was  adjourned  until  the  7th  October  last.  That 
in  consequence  of  the  exposure  of  the  petituMier  to  the 
inclemency  of  the  weather,  in  journeying  to  Liverpool 
for  such  surrender,  he  was  attacked  by  the  gout  in  both 
his  knees,  and  hath  since  become  very  much  debilitated 
in  body. 

That  dividends  to  the  amount  of  I7s.  Sd,  in  the  pound 
had  been  dedared  and  paid  upon  the  debts  proved 
under  the  commission,  and  that  a  very  large  surphis  ef 
the  bankrupt's  property  was  in  the  hands  or  under  the 
power  and  control  of  the  assignees,  after  payment  in  fidl 
<^  the  debts  proved  under  the  commission. 

That  on  the  8th  December  last,  the  bankrupt's  soli- 
citor applied  to  the  solicitors  to  the  assignees  to  inspect 
the  accounts  of  the  receipts  and  payments  of  the  assig- 
nees, and  also  all  books,  papers,  writings,  deeds  and' 
documents  relating  to  the  bankrupt's  property,  and  any 
dealings  therewith  in  their  possession  or  power.  To 
this  application  the  solicitors  of  the  assignees  returned 
for  answer,  that  all  the  documents,  which  belonged  to  the 
bankrupt,  and  had  come  into  the  hands  of  the  assig- 
nees, should  be  ready  for  his  inspection  at  any  time  at 
their  office,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  pass  his 
examination,  which  they  complained  that  he  had  not  yet 
done,  nor  assigned  any  reason  for  not  attending  the 
meeting  appointed  by  the  Commissioners  at  his  request 
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Ar  the  porpoae.  That  the  bankrupt's  solicitorj  tM>t 
demtng  this  answer  aatta&ctoryi  on  the  SSd  January 
last  made  a  second  application  to  the  assignees  them- 
ibr  the  inspection  of  die  aboTe  mentioned  docu- 
i  to  which  last  application  one  of  the  assignees 
wfiiti,  HM  none  of  the  bocks  or  papers  relating  to  the 
binkrupt'e  esMe  were  ever  in  his  possession,  and  that 
In  did  not  even  know  in  whose  custody  they  were,  or 
wer  had  been.  That  the  bankrupt's  solicitor  on  the 
hit  wmtioned  day  applied  also  to  the  Commissioners 
«teg  under  the  renewed  fiat,  to  order  the  assignees,  or 
Mr  setieitflfr,  lo  allow  the  bartrnpt's  solicitor  to  inspect 
Aedbovt  menCiimed  documents.  Upon  this  application, 
&i  Cninisiioners  referred  the  bankrupt's  solicitor  to  a 
ftmnr  answer  given  by  them  on  the  S5th  November 
bt  le  sm  iqpplieation  for  a  summons  agmnst  die  assig- 
oeei,  which  was  as  follows  :~'^  We  do  not  think  oui^ 
lelres  called  upon  to  comply  with  the  bankrupt's  request 
ftr  the  nmnions  npen  the  assignees  mentioned  in  his 
Hi  Iw  not  having  appeared  at  the  adjourned 
;,  Of  passed  his  exaannation ;  and  we  fed  this 
lie  msw,  in  conseqnenoe  of  the  substance  of  his  appii- 
«tion  being  part  of  the  matter  of  his  petition  to  the 
Owntef  Bankruptcy,  windi  they  have  reserved  for  their 
lenrtien ;  and  we  are  willing  to  direct  the 
I  fa  aMow  the  bankrupt  to  have  access  to  every 
fipsr  nr  dneument  vrfiich  belonged  to  him,  and  whidi 
hweoome  into  ibeir  hands,  to  enable  him  to  finish  his 


1841. 

^^^-^^ 

Ez  parte 
Takliton. 


The  putitiencr  alleged,  that  he  was  abroad  when  the 
<riginal  esnraiission  issued,  and  that  he  did  not  return 
^  England  nntfl  the  year  18SS,  and  that,  as  he  never 
Wl  possession  of,  or  control  over,  any  part  of  his  pro- 
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1841. 


Ex  parte 
Tarlbton. 
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perty  since  the  assignees  took  possession  of  it  under  the 
coramissioni  any  examination  of  the  bankrupt  was  wholly 
uncalled  for  and  unnecessary. 

Since  the  above  application  to  the  assignees,  one  of 
them  had  been  removed^  and  the  other  died  on  the  dOth 
January  last ;  and  a  new  assignee  had  been  appointed 
in  the  room  of  the  late  sole  surviving  assignee. 

The  petitioner  alleged,  that  all  the  books,  papers, 
writings  and  documents  relating  to  his  property,  and  to 
the  dealings  and  transactions  of  the  several  assignees 
therewith,  were  in  the  possession  and  cust6dy  of  the 
solicitors  under  the  fiat,  or  of  the  new  appointed  assig- 
nee; and  that  the  petitioner  was  wholly  unable  to 
ascertain  the  particulars  of  the  accounts,  dealings  and 
transactions  of  the  several  assignees  under  the  commis- 
sion, without  an  inspection  of  such  books,  papers  and 
documents. 


Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  J.  RusseU,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  By  the  101st  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  the 
assignees  are  directed  to  keep  an  account,  wherein  they 
are  to  enter  all  property  of  the  bankrupt  received  by 
them  on  account  of  the  bankrupt's  estate ;  which  account 
every  creditor,  who  shall  have  proved,  may  inspect  at  all 
seasonable  times.  And  the  132d  section  directs,  *'  that 
the  assignees  shall,  upon  request  made  to  them  by  the 
bankrupt,  declare  to  him  how  they  have  disposed  of  his 
real  and  personal  estate,  and  pay  the  surplus,  if  any,  to 
such  bankrupt.*'  Has  not  the  bankrupt  then  a  right  to 
see  the  account,  which  the  assignees  are  thus  directed  to 
keep,  of  the  property  received  by  them  on  account  of  his 
estate  ?     If  it  should  be  contended  on  the  other  side,  that 
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the  assignees  are  only  bound  to  account  to  the  bankrupt, 
in  the  e?ent  of  there  being  a  surplus  of  his  estate,  we 
say,  that  there  is  no  such  condition  in  the  act  of  par- 
liiment.  The  assignees  are  positively  directed  to  account 
to  the  bankrupt ;  and  then,  if  there  should  be  a  surplus, 
they  are  directed  to  pay  it  over  to  him.  The  condition 
of  there  being  a  surplus  merely  relates  to  the  payment  of 
it  to  the  bankrupt,  not  to  the  declaration  which  the 
assignees,  are  required  to  make  to  him  how  they  have 
disposed  of  his  real  and  personal  estate.  But  there  has 
been  already  a  dividend  of  lls.Sd.  in  the  pound ;  so  that 
it  is  highly  probable,  if  the  bankrupt's  estate  had  been  . 
properly  managed,  that  there  would  have  been  a  consi- 
derable surplus.  Moreover,  as  there  has  been  a  new 
assignee  appointed  in  the  place  of  the  former  ones,  there 
can  be  no  objection  on  his  part  to  permit  the  inspection 
of  these  accounts ;  for  he  is  not  answerable  for  the  acts 
of  his  predecessors,  although  it  may  turn  out  that  they 
have  kept  improper  accounts. 


1841. 


£z  parte 
Tableton. 


Mr.  GirdUstane,  and  Mr.  Sutton  Sharpe,  for  the 
aaiigBte.  The  commission  against  this  bankrupt  was 
isMied  so  long  ago  as  in  the  year  1815;  and  since 
that  period  the  bankrupt  has  done  all  that  he  can 
in  obstructing  the  proceedings  of  the  assignees,  and 
did  not  even  surrender  to  the  commission  until  twenty- 
fimr  years  afler  it  had  issued.  On  the  20th  November 
1889,  however,  the  bankrupt  obtained  a  special  Order 
to  permit  him  to  surrender ;  but  the  Court  then  de- 
clined to  inake  any  Order  for  him  to  inspect  the  ac- 
oonnts  of  his  assignees,  directing  merely  that  that  part 
of  his  petition  which  prayed  for  an  inspection  of  their 
ttcoants  should  stand  over  for  further  consideration. 

VOL.  II.  o 
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1841.  The  bankrupt  has  now,  it  is  true,  surrendered,  but  he 
jp^  has  not  passed  his  last  examination.  They  put  it  on  the 
Tarlbton.  other  side,  as  if  the  present  assignee  had  no  intention  to 
examine  the  bankrupt ;  and  that  a  bankrupt  is  not  to  be 
pre?ented  from  inspecting  the  accounts  of  his  assignees, 
because  the  assignees  do  not  choose  to  examine  him. 
But  it  appears  expressly  in  the  affidavits,  that  when  the 
bankrupt  surrendered  before  the  Commissioners  on  tlie 
7th  July  last,  he  prayed  for  further  time  to  finish  his 
examination ;  and  this  appears,  also,  by  the  memorandum 
of  his  surrender  filed  with  the  proceedings ;  for  it  states, 
that  the  Commissioners,  at  his  request,  adjourned  the 
.  examination  to  the  7th  October  following.  The  other 
side  have  relied  on  the  132d  section  of  the  Bankrupt 
Act.  But  if  you  construe  that  section  in  connectioii 
with  the  1 16th  section,  it  will  appear  that  the  bankrupt 
has  no  right  to  call  for  an  account  from  his  assignees, 
until  he  has  finished  his  examination.  The  1 16tl|  section 
provides,  that  the  bankrupt,  after  he  has  surrendered, 
may  inspect  his  books  in  the  presence  of  his  assignees, 
for  the  purpose  of  passing  his  last  examination;  and 
then  the  132d  section,  taking  it  for  granted  that  the 
bankrupt  has  finished  his  examination,  which  has  assisted 
his  assignees  in  collecting  his  effects,  enacts,  that  ikey 
shall  declare  to  him  how  they  have  disposed  of  his  real 
and  personal  estate.  [Sir  John  CrasM.  The  116th  aec^ 
tion  appears  to  be  confined  to  the  boMhrupt's  oum  books, 
papers  and  writings.  The  only  question  is,  whether  the 
bankrupt  has  a  right,  in  the  present  stage  of  the  pro^ 
eeedings,  to  call  upon  the  assignee  to  declare  what  has 
been  done  with  his  real  and  personal  estate.  It  does 
not  appear  that  he  made  any  application  fop  that  purpose, 
before  the  former  Order.]    In  the  fi^e  of  that  Order, 
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sBipendifig  mil  further  proceedings   under  the  former 
peddon,  the  Court  can  make  no  Order  on  the  present 
petition^  except  that  it  shall  be  brought  on  with  the 
farther  hearing  of  the  other.     Until  the  bankrupt  shall 
kfe  finished  his  examinatidn^  he  is  not  entitled  to  the 
Order  he  asks  on  this  petitioil.  While  the  bankrupt  is  iti 
any  default  himself,  he  has  no  right  to  the  interposition 
of  dib  Court  against  his  assignees ;  more  especially  when 
he  calls  for  an  inspection,  not  merely  of  his  own  books, 
bat  of  all  the  books,  papers,  writings  and  document! 
rdating  to  any  dealings  and  transactions  of  his  assignees. 
There  are  two  distinct  stages  under  a  fiat,  in  which  the 
hsakmpt  standi  in  quite  a  difl^ent  position ;  the  1st  is, 
Ufote  be  has  passed  his  last  examination ;  the  3d  is, 
^ftmr  he  baa  completed  such  examination.     Until  he 
ftiici  hb  examination,  he  is  a  defaulter,  and  can  be 
Wird  for  no  purpose,  except  to  enable  him  to  perform 
dtt  important  duty  required  of  him.    It  appears  from 
tft  bankrupt's  own  statement  in  the  petition,  thlit  his 
lut  examination  was  adjourned  to  the  7th  October ;  but 
the  bankrupt  does  not  state  why  he  did  not  attend  on 
tkit  day.    The  fact  is,  that  the  Commissioners  met  on 
tkit  day,  pursuant  to  their  adjoumifient,  when  the  bank- 
rupt did  not  think  proper  to  attend ;  and  he  no  where 
Mrigns,  either  in  his  petition,  or  his  affidavit,  any  reason 
ff  excuse  for  his  absence.     The  bankrupt  has  evaded 
doing  what  be  was  required  to  do  by  the  former  Order, 
mi  he  haa  therefore  no  right  to  any  Ordei^  on  this 
petition. 


184K 


Ei  parte 
Tableton. 


Mr.  Spenee,  for  the  solicitors  to  the  assignee,  sub- 
■itted,  that  they  were  merely  the  depositories  of  the 

og 
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1841.        documents    for    their    client,  the  assignee — and  that, 
^^    ^       there  being  no  default  on  their  part,  he  had  only  to  ask 
Tarletow.     for  the  costs  of  their  appearance. 

Mr,  Swanston,  in  reply.  It  was  not  intended  to  serve 
the  solicitors  with  the  petition ;  for  we  ask  for  no  relief 
against  them.  If,  however,  the  solicitors  have  been 
served,  they  must  of  course  have  the  costs  of  their 
appearance. — In  regard  to  the  imputation  that  has  been 
thrown  out  against  the  bankrupt,  of  obstructing  the 
proceedings  of  his  assignees,  some  explanation  may  be 
considered  necessary.  When  the  commission  issued 
against  the  bankrupt,  he  was  abroad,  and  the  summons 
was  merely  left  at  his  house  in  England.  In  1816  he 
presented  a  petition  to  supersede  the  commission,  when 
an  issue  was  directed  to  try  the  bankruptcy,  and  all  pro- 
ceedings under  the  commission  were  stayed  (a).  The  ver- 
dict was  against  the  bankrupt ;  but,  having  the  best  advice 
that  the  commission  was  fraudulent,  he  applied  to  the 
Lord  Chancellor  for  a  new  trial ;  which  was  refused 
merely  on  a  technical  ground.  In  1827  the  bankrupt 
brought  an  action  against  his  assignees  for  the  purpose 
of  disputing  his  bankruptcy ;  but  they  obtained  an  in- 
junction from  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  stay  all  proceedings 
in  the  action.  He  then  was  advised  to  file  a  bill  in  the 
Exchequer  against  the  assignees,  who  took  a  formal 
objection  to  that  proceeding ;  and  the  Court  decided,  that, 
the  question  at  issue  being  a  matter  in  bankruptcy,  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  could  not  deal  with  it. 

Sir  John  Cross. — When  the  bankrupt  attended  be- 
fore the  Commissioners  under  the  renewed  fiat  on  the 

(a)  See  Ex  parte  Tarltton,  19  Ves.  464. 
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7th  July  last,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  one  question 
was  put  to  him,  although  he  had  travelled  all  the  way 
from  London  to  Liverpool,  for  the  purpose  of  surren- 
dering himself  and  passing  his  last  examination.  It 
would  seem,  therefore,  that  there  was  no  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  assignees  to  examine  him  as  to  the  state 
of  his  affiiirs.  Is  there  any  proof  that  the  bankrupt 
then  made  any  special  application  to  the  Commissioners 
to  postpone  the  examination  ? 
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1841. 


Ex  parte 
Tarleton. 


Mr.  Cfirdlestone.  That  appears  from  the  memorandum 
of  adjournment  signed  by  the  Commissioners,  which  states 
that  the  examination  was  adjourned  at  the  bankrupt's 
own  request. 

Sir  John  Cross. — That  is  only  the  common  form  of 
the  memorandum  which  the  Commissioners  always  sign 
when  the  examination  is  adjourned. 


Mr.  Swanston,  The  bankrupt  returned  to  England 
in  1833;  and  although  the  assignees  knew  of  that  fact, 
yet  they  took  no  steps  whatever  to  examine  him  or  com- 
pel his  surrender,  until  the  bankrupt  himself  applied  for 
leare  to  surrender.  When  this  Court  makes  an  Order 
bt  that  purpose,  and  the  bankrupt  has  surrendered,  he 
is  then  entitled  to  all  the  rights  which  he  would  have 
been  entitled  to,  if  he  had  surrendered  in  the  first  in- 
stance. The  bankrupt  was  perfectly  ready  and  willing 
to  be  examined,  when  he  surrendered  on  the  7th  July 
last;  and  it  is  not  his  fault,  that  he  has  not  been  exa- 
mined. The  132d  section  is  remedial  in  its  nature,  and 
founded  on  the  clearest  principle  of  justice.  We  trust, 
therefore,  that  the  Court  will  think  the  bankrupt  is  en- 
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1 8il .       titled  to  all  he  aakq  on  the  present  occasion,  aa  a  measwc 
£z  pari*      ^  justice  only  due  to  bim^  und^  the  pecttKar  circimi- 
TAtLxxoir.     9taaces  in  which  be  is  placed. 

Sir  John  Cross. — This  would  be  a  very  simple  case, 
if  it  were  not  for  the  great  time  that  has  elapsed  since 
the  issuing  of  the  commission,  and  the  many  circum- 
st^mcea  that  have  been  pressed  into  the  discussion  ot 
the  case.     If  a  bankrupt  makes  a  request  to  his  assig- 
nees to  declare  what  has  been  done  with  his  estate,  and 
they  refuse  to  render  him  an  account,  be  has  an  «n- 
dauhted  right  to  come  to  this  Court  ta  complain  of  flueh 
refusal.     In  the  present  instance,  the  banknipt's  estate 
has  paid  dividends  to  the  amount  of  ISs.  in  the  pooiftd. 
It  seems  very  reasonable,  therefore,  that  after  nine-tenths 
of  hia  debts  have  been  thus  discharged,  he  should  see 
the  accounts  of  the  assignees ;  i(  being  highly  pvobaUe 
that  he  would  have  been  solvent  bat  fi^  tbia  oe^uvissian* 
I  regret  that  the  assignee  comes  here  with  so  determined 
an  opposition  to  so  reasonable  a  proposition.    He  says, 
that  the  bimkrupt  has  kept  the  assignees  at  arm's  length  in 
every  step  of  tbe  working  of  tbia  commission :  but  I  see 
no  ground  ta  doubt  that  bis  conduct  baa  been  bond  fiiA 
throughout,,  and  ia  free  from  any  imputation  of  fraud* 
There  was  some  gronnd,  in  my  opinion,  for  the  IkigatioQ^ 
that  has  taken  place  ;  for  it  appears  to  have  been  once  a 
doubtful  question,  whether  the  commission  was  i^alid; 
though  I  am  bound  to  conclude,  from  tbe  result,  that 
the  commission  was  rigIU,fuVy  issued.     Whea  the  bank- 
rupt retui;ned  to  England^  h^  appUed  fos  leave  to  sur- 
render tp  tjl^e  coipmissixHi  th|it  had  been  bsu^d  against 
hisi2  in  his  absence,,  and  the  Court  granted^  him  permis- 
sion to  dp  so*    He  took  an  attorney  with  him,  and  went 
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aU  the  way  from  London  to  LiTcrpool  to  fiil&l  his  dbty 
k  this  respect;  but  wlien  be  surrenderefd^  rio  ofie  ap- 
peared wbo  was  desirous  of  asking  bim  a  single  ques- 
^n ;  the  Comttiisflioners  bad  hone  to  adc ;  and  the  only 
matter  for  tbeir  consideration  seems  to  ha?e  been,  bow 
to  record  tbeir  proceedings,  and  adjourn  tbe  meeting.   A 
firiJ  caunination  was  imprteticabley  afWr  a  lapse  of  thirty 
years,  rria^Te  to  an  estate  which  bad  produced  65|000/. 
It  »  qaite  manifint^  indeed,  that  no  such  examination 
wte  r^qiiired ;  since  no  one  desired  to  examine  him.    As 
the  bankrupt,  however,  went  down  to  Liverpool  on  pur- 
pose to  tender  himself  for  examination,  it  is  a  pity  that 
die  assignees  did  not  then  think  proper  to  ex£taiine  him. 
The  OMnmissloners  dispdsed  of  (he  business  in  the  com- 
iMB  foite,  by  adjourning  the  meeting ;  and  it  nowhere 
appears  that  the  bankrupt  made  any  request  for  further 
tiaw  to  pass  his  examitifttion ;  for,  as  to  the  statement  on 
the  prooeedinga  that  tb^  adjournment  took  place  at  his 
request,  ibat  is  nothing  but  the  usual  form  of  the  memo- 
randvm  of  adjournment,  and  not  the  record  of  a  sub- 
stantial fiictw     I  am  of  opinion,  that,  in  point  of  law,  the 
bankrupt  is  eidtided  to  have  an  account  of  bow  the 
'■siignrfH  have  disposed  of  bis  estate.     I  should  have 
AfNibled,  on  tbe  face  of  this  petition,  whether  the  present 
assignee  had  in  fact  refused  to  render  an  account  to  the 
bankrupt,  and  to  produce  the  documents  required ;  but 
when  I  see  the  opposition  which  has  been  made  to-day, 
I  must  take  it  for  granted  that  he  has  so  refused ;  and 
I  confiras,  I  do  not  think  it  just,  that  an  assignee,  who 
ought  to  be  indifferent  between  the  parties,  should  offer 
so  stout  a  resistance  to  what  appears  to  me  only  a  rea- 
tontble  demand. 


1841. 

Ex  parte 
Tarlston. 


Tarletok. 
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1841.  Mr.  Girdlestane  then  submitted,  that  the  Order  to  be 

Ex  parte  made  by  the  Court  must  be,  according  to  the  directions 
of  the  132d  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  merely 
order  the  assignees  to  declare  generally,  ^'how  they  have 
disposed  of  his  real  and  personal  estate." 

Mr.  Swanston  contended,  that  he  was  entitled  to  an 
Order,  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  petition,  and  com- 
prehending all  the  property  of  the  bankrupt,  whether 
disposed  of  by  the  assignees,  or  continuing  in  the  hands 
of  the  present  assignee. 

The  Order  was,  that  the  assignees  should  declare 
how  they  have  disposed  of  the  real  and  personal 
estate  of  the  bankrupt,  and  produce  to  him  and 
his  agents  all  the  books,  papers  and  documents 
in  their  possession  or  power  relating  thereto,  with 
liberty  to  take  copies  thereof  or  extracts  there- 
irom ;  and  that  the  petition  should  be  dismissed, 
with  costs,  as  against  the  solicitors.  The  costs  of 
the  bankrupt  and  the  assignees  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  estate ;  but  the  assignees  to  be  permitted  to 
set  off  any  other  costs,  which  the  bankrupt  was 
bound  to  pay  to  them,  of  the  proceedings  in  any 
other  Courts. 
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Ex  parte  Wallis. — In  the  matter  of  Rebecca 
Drewry. 

X  HIS  was  a  petition  of  the  public  officer  of  a  joint 
^tcck  banking  company,  for  the  usual  Order  as  equita- 
y^ie  mortgagees  of  some  property  in  which  the  bankrupt 
kad  a  life  interest,  and  also  claiming  a  lien  on  some 
3liares  held  by  the  bankrupt  as  one  of  the  members  of 
t.lie  company.  The  act  of  parliament  under  which  the 
company  were  incorporated  provided,  that  the  company 
should  have  a  lien  on  the  shares  of  any  proprietor  who 
'became  indebted  to  the  bank. 

Mr.  Anderdan,  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Swanstofif  contrcty  took  a  preliminary  objection  to 
tbe  petition,  that  it  did  not  show  that  the  company  was  a 
banking  company,  within  the  provisions  of  the  7  Geo.  4, 
c46. 


1841. 


Wntmintter, 
June  15. 

Tbe  bankrupt 
was  a  member 
of  a  joiDt  stock 
baokiDg  com- 
pany, and  kept 
an  account  with 
tbe  bank  as  a 
cnsioroer,  being, 
at  the  time  of 
bis  bankruptcy, 
indebted  to  the 
bank  in  a  con- 
siderable ba- 
lance, beyond 
the  value  of  his 
shares  in  the 
bank  and  some 
other  property 
on  which  the 
company  had  a 
lien.    Held, 
that  this  balance 
constituted  a 
proveable  debt. 


Mr.  Anderdan.  Although  it  does  not  expressly  ap- 
pear so  in  the  petition,  it  does  so  appear  in  the  evidence, 
U)d  that  will  accomplish  the  object  of  the  petition. 

Sir  John  Cross. — I  think  it  should  appear  so  by  aver- 
loent  in  the  petition.  But  the  petitioner  may  have  leave 
to  amend. 


Mr.  Swanston  then  waived  the  objection. 

Mr.  Anderdon.     The  point  raised  in  the  present  case 
^as  expressly  decided  in  Ex  parte  Plant  (a),  where  the 

(a)  4  Deac.  &  C.  ItK). 
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1841.  lien  of  a  company  on  the  shares  of  one  of  the  proprietors 
^^^  was  daimed,  not  under  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  parlia- 
Waum.  ment,  bat  merely  onder  a  danse  in  (he  deed  of  settlement 
In  Ex  parte  Cammell  (a),  also,  the  same  point  was  detef- 
mined.  [Sir  Jokm  Crois,  In  that  case  the  only  question 
was,  whether  the  shares  were  to  be  considered  to  belong 
to  the  joint,  or  the  separate,  estates  of  the  bankrupt  part- 
ners.] 

Mr.  Swamsiam,  The  first  question  here  is,  whether 
this  is  a  proTeable  debt.  Now,  according  to  the  prin- 
ciple on  which  Ex  parte  SillUoe  {b)  was  decided,  we  say, 
that  the  debt  is  not  proveable ;  for  it  was  not  contracted 
in  respect  of  any  dealings  between  trade  and  trade,  but 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  dealing  between  customer  and 
banker.  In  Ex  parte  Cook{c)  the  same  principle  was 
acted  upon,  where  it  was  decided,  that,  although  one 
member  of  a  firm,  who  carried  on  business  on  his  separate 
account,  could  prove  for  the  amount  of  goods  supplied  by 
him  to  the  firm,  he  could  not  prove  for  money  advanced. 
There  is  a  difierence  between  an  account  to  be  rendered 
by  a  trust  estate,  and  an  action  between  party  and  party. 
The  amount  of  the  debt  ekimed  to  be  due  from  the  bank- 
rupt to  this  banking  company  cannot  be  properly  ascer- 
tained, until  an  account  is  takenof  what  was  the  bankrupt's 
share  in  the  profits  of  the  bank.  The  statute  {d)  could 
never  mean  that  the  banking  company  should  prove  the 
amount  of  the  debt  due  from  one  of  its  partners,  when 
that  partner  has  a  share  in  the  profits  of  the  company. 
A  private  agreement  between  partners  is  not  to  control 

(a)  S  Detc.  201. 

(fc)  1  G.  &  J.  374. 

(e)  Moot.  228. 

(f<)  See  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  96,  as.  1  and  4.  and  3  &  4  Vict,  c.  1 1 1. 
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tbe  bankrupt  law.     No  man  can  take  advantage  of  any 
pvofbioa  depending  on  his  own  bankroptcy. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  in  reply,  referred  to  the  recent  caae 
of  Ex  parte  Davidson  (o)^  as  being  precisely  in  point. 
There,  a  member  of  a  joint  stock  banking  company  kept 
an  account  with  them  as  his  bankers,  and  at  the  time  of 
his  bankruptcy  was  indebted  to  them  in  a  large  balance 
00  such  banking  account,  the  company  being  then  also 
oonsiderably  indebted  to  various  other  persons ;  and  it 
W18  held,  that  the  company  had  a  right  of  proof  against 
the  bankrupt  for  the  balance  due  on  such  banking  ac- 
count 

Sir  John  Cboss. — The  right  of  the  banking  company, 

as  equitable  mortgagees,  to  an  Order  for  the  sale  of  the 

bankrupt's  life  interest  in  the  property  ia  question  i&  not 

£ipated ;  and,  therefore,  that  Order  is  of  course.     And 

vitb  regard  to  their  liea  on  the  bankrupt's  shares  in  the 

bank,  and  their  right  of  proof  for  the  amount  of  their 

debt,  after  deducting  the  value  of  those  shares,  I  con- 

6aat  of  the  same  opinion  as  I  expressed  in  Ex  parte 

Jhndson,  and  that  the  balance  due  to  the  bank  is  a 

pro7eable  debt     The  Order  may  be  taken  for  the  sale 

of  those  shares,  as  well  as  of  the  bankrupt's  life  interest 

k  the  other  property,  vrith  liberty  to  prove  for  the 

residue. 

Usual  Order. 


SOS 


1841. 


£z  parte 
Walus. 


(a)  1  ModU  Dene.  &  D.  648. 


204 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 


1841. 


Coram  Lord 

lAfiidhvnt,  C. 

AW  4  and 

Dee.  8. 

A  partDership 
firm  mortgage 
part  of  the 
joint  estate  to 
secure  a  joint 
debt,  and  by  the 
mortgage  deed 
covenant  jointly 
and  severally 
for  payment 
of  the  debt. 
Held,  that,  on 
their  bank- 
ruptcy, the 
mortgagee  might 

Srove  the  whole 
ebt  against 
each  separate 
estate,  without 
giving  up  his 
security  (a). 


Ex  parte  Shepherd  and  others. — In  the  matter  of  John 
Plummer  and  William  Wilson. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Review (i)  to 
the  Lord  Chancellor  on  the  following 
Special  Case. 
Previously  to  the  issuing  of  the  commission^  the  bank- 
rupts carried  on  the  business  of  West  India  merchants 
in  partnership,  under  the  firm  of  Plummer  and  WiboUf 
and  the  firm  was  indebted  to  George  Joad,  ship  owner, 
in  the  sum  of  20001.  for  money  lent,  and  also  in  the  sum 
of  5998/.  135. 4rf.  for  the  freight  of  ships  of  which  George- 
Joad  was  the  managing  owner.     As  security  for  the  sum 
of  2000/.  money  lent,  and  for  any  further  advances  which. 
George  Joad  might  make  to  the  firm,  and  for  all  other* 
sums  in  which  the  bankrupts  might  become  indebted  in- 
dividually to  George  Joad,  the  bankrupts  executed  two 
several  indentures,  dated  respectively  the  2d  and  8th 
days  of  March  1830,  and  thereby  assigned  to  George 
Joad  certain  sums  due  to  the  firm  of  Plummer  and 
Wilson,  and  charged   on   plantations  in  the  island  of 
Jamaica,  called   Maverley   and  Mount  Zion,  and  the 
slaves,  stock,  and   other   appurtenances   thereunto  be- 
longing,   together   with   the   securities    for    the   same. 
These  indentures  respectively  contained  a  covenant  in 
the  following  words  :  **  And  the  said  John  Plummer  and 
William  Wilson  do  hereby,  for  their  heirs,  executors, 
and  administrators,  and  each  of  them  respectively  doth 
hereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  adminis- 
trators, covenant,  promise,  and  agree  to  and  with  the 
said   George  Joad,   his  executors,  administrators,  and 

(a)  See  note,  1  MonUDeac.  &  D.  113. 

(6)  See  the  former  Report,  1  Mont.  Deuc^  D.  101. 
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assigns,  that  they  the  said  John  Plummer,  and  William        I84I. 
WiUan,  their   heirs,  executors,   or  administrators,   or       Ex  parte 
some  or  one  of  them,  shall  well  and  truly  pay,  or  cause     fn^^o"her»! 
to  be  paid,  unto  the  said  George  Joad,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  the  said  sum  of  SOOO/.  ster- 
ling aforesaid,  and  the  interest  thereof  from  the  said 
1st  day  of  January  now  last  past,  after  the  rate  aforesaid, 
and  also  all  and  every  further  sum  and  sums  of  money 
which  the  said  George  Joady  his  executors,  or  adminis- 
trators, shall  or  may,  at  any  time  or  times  hereafter, 
advance,  lend,  or  pay,  or  become  liable  to  pay  to  or  on 
account  of  the  said  John  Plummer  and  William  Wilson, 
as  such  copartners  as  aforesaid,  or  in  which  the  said 
Join  Plummer  and  William  Wilson,  as  such  copartners 
*«  aforesaid,  may  become  indebted  to  the  said  George 
•^ood,  his  executors,  or  administrators,  and  the  interest 
hereof  after  the  rate  aforesaid,  on  the  days,  times,  and 
'^  manner  hereinbefore  limited  and  appointed  for  the 
Payment  of  the  same,  not  exceeding  as  aforesaid,  with- 
^^t  any  deduction  or  abatement  whatever,  according  to 
^^  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  proviso  or  agreement 
^^  redemption  hereinbefore  contained,  and  of  these  pre- 

'^^nts." 

^he  special  case  then  proceeded  to  set  out  another 

*^^enture  of  a  similar  description,  the  purport  of  which 
^8  to  secure,  by  an  assignment  of  a  mortgage  upon  ano- 

^^r  estate  in  Jamaica,  the  sum  of  6998Z.  \SsAd,,  and  such 

^lier  sums  as  might  become  due  for  freight,  not  exceeding 
J^  ^,000/.  in  the  whole.    It  then  stated,  that  the  commission 

^sued  on  the  2d  December  1830,  when  the  firm  was 
^^debted  to  George  Joad,  for  money  lent,  in  the  sum  of 

X  0,014/.  Is.  5rf.,— and  for  freight  in  the  sum  of  10,742/. 

^.  5d.:  that  on  the  16th  December  1831  Jbac/ applied 


and  others. 
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1841.        to  the  Cotnniiseiofiert  to  pro?e  against  each  of  the  8epa- 
y^^^       rate  estates  of  the  two  bankrapti  the  aggr^^  anioant 

£z  parte 

Sbepb^bro  of  these  two  sums,  but  that  the  proof  was  rejected ;  the 
major  part  of  the  Commissioners  being  of  opinion  that 
it  ought  not  to  be  admitted,  without  a  previous  sale  of 
the  property  which  had  been  assigned  to  Joad  by  the 
several  indentures  for  securing  such  debts ;  tbat^  upon 
Joad  presenting  a  petition  to  the  then  Lord  Chancellor, 
praying  that  he  might  be  permitted  to  prove  these  sams 
againet  the  separate  estate  of  the  bankrupt  Plwrnmer^  with- 
out such  previous  sale, — it  was  ordered  upon  the  hearing, 
(which  took  place  on  the  16th  June  1882,)  by  conaeot, 
that  Joad  should  be  at  liberty  to  go  in  under  the  com« 
mission,  and  prove  for  the  amount,  without  a  previous 
sale,  and  receive  a  dividend;  he  undertaking  by  his  coun- 
sel to  refund  such  dividend,  in  case  die  Court  should  be 
of  opmion  that  he  ought  to  have  add  or  realized  the 
securities  before  proof,  and  to  prove  for  the  deficiency 
only;  the  consideratioa  of  tbe  petition  being  in  the  DMan- 
time  adjourned. 

Mr.  J,  Russell,  and  Mr.  Bagskawe,  for  the  appellants, 
argued  to  the  same  effect  as  they  had  done  in  the  Court 
below  (a). 

Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  Hull,  for  the  respondentSi  the 
executors  of  George  Joad.  The  creditor  has  a  right  to 
elect,  whether  he  will  prove  against  the  joint  or  the  sepa- 
rate estate;  and,  having  elected  to  prove  against  eitberr 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  him  from  retaining  a.  security 
upon  the  other.  It  hadbeendecidedintheearly  cases,  that 
a  creditor  might  prove,  without  giving  up  a  security  entered 

(a;  See  1  Mont.  Dea.  &  D.  103. 
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into  by  »  third  person ;  Ex  parte  Bennet(a),  Ex  parte  l^^l* 
Parr  (b) ;  and  the  same  principle  obviously  applies  to  ^  ^^^ 
every  case,  where  the  creditor  only  seeks  to  prove  ^"t^^ 
against  an  estate  which  is  not  afiected  by  his  security, 
and  oonsequently  to  cases  in  which  the  security  forms 
part  of  the  joint  estate,  while  the  proof  is  tendered 
only  against  the  separate  estate;  or  vice  versd.  The 
express  point  indeed  was  not  decided,  before  the  case  of 
ExparU  Peacock  (c) ;  but  if  there  were  any  doubt  as  to 
the  principle,  that  case  is  a  conclusive  authority  on  the 
lobject,  and  applies  entirely  to  the  present  case ;  there 
keing  no  pretence  for  saying  that  the  judgment  there 
tamed  upon  the  circumstance  of  the  partner  having  died, 
who  bad  given  the  security.  That  fact  was  neither 
relied  upon  in  the  argument,  nor  referred  to  in  the  judg- 
aaenl,  of  which  therefore  it  cannot  be  considered  as 
forming  an  element. 

The  decision,  therefore,  of  the  Court  of  Review  can- 

^lot  be  affirmed,  without  overruling  Ex  parte  Peacock^ 

9u  well  as  the  subsequent  cases  which  have  been  decided 

^D  the  authority  of  that  case,  and  those  in  which  the 

irole  there  established  has  been  assumed  and  taken  for 

granted.     Of  the  latter  description  is  the  case  of  Ex 

jHirte  Fremi  {d},  decided  shortly  after  Ex  parte  Pea- 

eock;  and  sp  are  also  the  recent  cases  of  Ex  parte  Rod" 

gin(e),  and  Ex  parte  C6nneU{f) ;  while   Ex  parte 

Bewdem{ff\  is  a  case  of  the  former  kind.     Ex  parte 

lyanenpcrt  {h)  may  be  also  mentioned,  as  showing  that 

BO  change  has  taken  place  in  the  opinion  of  one  of  the 

learned  judges  of  the  Court  below,  who  took  that  view  of 

(a)  2  Atk.  528.  (h)  1  Ro.  76. 

(0  2  G.  &  J.  27.  (d)  2  G.  &  J.  250. 

(0  1  D.  &  C.  38.  (/)  3  M.&  A.581  ;  3  Dea.  201. 

{g)  1  D.  &  C.  136.  (h)  1  M.  D.  &  D.  313. 
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1841.        the  case  which  we  are  now  advocating.    And,  besides  the 
y^^^^       cases  already  referred  to,  there  are  others  showing,  that, 

£z  part6 

Shepherd  although  Ex  parte  Peacock  {a)  is  the  first  express  autho- 
rity on  the  point,  the  principle  of  the  decision  there  was 
by  no  means  new.  Such  are,  among  others,  those  of  Ex 
parte  Goodman  (6),  Ex  parte  Stanborough  (c),  Ex  parte 
Smith  {d). 

Mr.  Bags/iawe,  in  reply.  Ex  parte  Bennet  (e).  Ex 
parte  Parr  (/),  and  Ex  parte  Goodman^  were  cases  where 
the  security  was  that  of  a  third  party ;  to  cite  those  cases 
as  authorities  for  the  present,  is  to  beg  the  question.  Ex 
parte  Rodgers  {g)  contains  no  more  than  a  dictum  or  sug< 
gestion,  with  which  the  Order  made  does  not  seem  in  con- 
formity. In  Ex  parte  Freen  (A),  and  Ex  parte  Connellfi), 
the  only  question  was,  whether  the  security  was  joint  or 
several,  and  in  neither  case  was  the  creditor  permitted 
to  prove,  without  selling  his  security.  And,  as  neither 
Ex  parte  Stanborough,  nor  Ex  parte  Smith,  can  be 
considered  as  bearing  on  the  question^  and  as  Ex  parte 
Davenport  (k)  does  not  profess  to  decide  it,  there  only 
remain  to  be  considered  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Pecu^ock, 
and  that  ol  Ex  parte  Bowden{l),  which  was  decided  on 
the  authority  of  Ex  parte  Peacock,  the  circumstances  of 
both  cases  being  the  same.  Now  the  report  of  Ex 
parte  Peacock  is  too  short  to  be  relied  upon,  as  showing, 
that  the  fact  of  the  estate  comprised  in  the  security,  not 
being  subject  to  administration  in  bankruptcy,  was  over- 
looked ;  and,  even  if  it  had  been,  there  is  another  im- 
portant distinction  between  that  case  and  the  present, 

(a)  2  G.  &  J.  27.  (b)  3  Mad.  373.  (c)  5  Mad.  89. 

(d)  1  V.  &  B.  518.  («)  2  Atk.  528.  (/)  1  Rom;  76. 

{g)  1  Deac.  &  C.  38.  (h)  2  O.  &  J.  250. 

(t)  3  M.  &  A.  581 ;  3  Deac.  201.  {k)  1  Mont  Deac.  &  D.  313. 

(0  I  Deac.  U  C.  135. 
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for  in  JEx  parte  Peacock  the  debt  being,  as  in  this 
C:m8e,  a  debt  of  the  firm,  the  security  was  the  property  of 
one  partner,  and  not,  as  here,  the  property  of  the  prin- 
^ripal  debtors;  and  upon  that  circumstance  the  Lord 
C^hancellor  expressly  founds  his  judgment^  saying  (a), 
^^  The  joint  estate  is  primarily  liable.  The  separate 
^53tate  can  only  be  considered  as  a  surety  for  the  joint 
^smtate"  How  then  can  this  case  authorize  a  creditor 
ftA  proceed  in  the  first  instance  against  the  estates  which 
secondarily  liable,  keeping  back  his  security  on  that, 
which,  according  to  the  Lord  Chancellor's  judgment, 
(liould  be  first  made  available  ? 


1841. 

£x  parte 
Shepherd 
and  others. 


Lord  Chancellor. — This  is  a  special  case,  sent  under     December  8. 
the  authority  of  the  act  of  parliament  by  the  Court  of 
Reriew  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court.     The  facts,  so  far 
as  it  18  necessary  to  state  them  for  the  present  purpose, 
are  shortly  these.     Messrs.  Plummer  and  Wilson^  who 
carried  on  business  as  West  India  merchants,  were  in- 
debted in  the  sum  of  2000/.  to  Mr.  George  Joad  for  money 
lent    They  were  desirous  of  obtaining  further  advances ; 
and  for  the  purpose  of  securing  repayment  to  Mr.  Joad 
of  the  debt  of  SOOO/.,  and  the  sums  which  might  become 
(be  to  him  from  the  firm,  and  from  Mr.  Plummer  per- 
sonally, they  assigned  to  him  a  mortgage  security,  to 
which  they  were  entitled,  upon  property  in  the  West 
Indies,  and  entered  into  a  joint  and  several  covenant  for 
the  payment  of  the  sums  advanced  and  to  be  advanced, 
iodading  the  2000/.,  but  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the 
torn  of  10,000/.    That  was  one  transaction.    There  was 
a  similar  transaction,  which  related  to  the  freight  of  cer- 
Uin  ships,  but  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  specify,  since 


VOL.  IK 


(a)  2  G.  &  J.  29. 
P 
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1841 .        what  I  have  stated  is  sufficient  to  explain  the  whole  of  this 

l^f^"^       question.    Messrs.  Plummer  and  Wihan  became  bank- 
£t  parte        ^ 

SaiFHiRD     rupt*    A  commission  issued  against  them,  and  Otorge 

ssQ  otbsfs. 

Joad  did  what  he  was  entiUed  to  do  as  a  joint  and 

several  creditor,  that  is,  he  offered  to  prove  against  the 
separate  estate  of  each  of  the  bankrupts.  It  was  objected, 
that  he  was  not  entitled  to  prove,  unless  he  consented  to 
sell  or  give  up  his  joint  security;  and  that  is  the  point 
which  is  now  to  be  decided.  Now  what  are  the  prin- 
ciples, which  are  applicable  to  a  case  of  this  description  ? 
If  a  party  is  a  creditor  of  a  bankrupt,  and  has  a  security 
upon  his  estate,  he  is  not  entitled  to  prove,  without  selling 
or  giving  up  his  security ;  and  for  this  reason :  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  bankrupt  laws  is,  that  all  the  creditors  of  the 
particular  estate  should  participate  in  it  equally,  and  that 
one  creditor  is  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  retain  a  portion  of 
the  estate  in  his  hands,  and  at  the  same  time  prove  in 
competition  with  the  other  creditors ;  if  he  proves,  he 
must  surrender  or  sell  the  particular  security.  But  if  he 
has  a  security  on  the  estate  of  a  third  person,  the  prin- 
ciple does  not  apply,  and  he  may  consequently  prove  his 
whole  debt  against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  and  apply 
himself  to  his  security  for  the  deficiency,  not  receiving 
in  the  whole  more  than  twenty  shillings  in  the  pound. 
These  are  principles  recognized  and  established,  and 
I  have  stated  the  grounds  on  which  I  think  they  are 
established.  It  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  any  authorities, 
but  I  may  mention  the  cases  of  Ex  parte  Bermeti  (a), 
Ex  parte  Parr  (6),  and  Ex  parte  Ooodman  (c).  Thus 
far  there  is  no  dispute. 

The  next  point  is  this :   In  the  administration  of  pro- 
perty under  the  bankrupt  laws,  the  joint  estate  and  the 

(a)  2  Atk,  628.  (b)  1  Ro.  76.  (c)  3  Mad.  373. 
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separate  estate  are  considered  as  distinct  estates ;  and 
sccofdingly,  when  a  party  offers  to  prove  against  the 
joint  estate^  having  a  security  upon  the  separate  estate 
^f  one  of  the  bankrupts^  it  has  been  considered  that  he 
Sa  entitled  to  prove,  without  giving  up  his  security,  on 
tfie  principle  which  I  have  already  stated,  viz.  that  the 
snlgect  of  his  security  does  not  form  part  of  the  estate 
MguaM  which  he  aeeks  to  prove.    This  was  so  decided 
In  JBr  parte  Peacock  (a) ;  and  the  counsel  for  the  assig- 
nees felt  themselves  so  much  pressed  by  the  authority  of 
that  case,  that  they  endeavoured  to  show  that  there  were 
«ome  special  circumstances  in  it,  on  which  the  decision 
most  have  been  founded ;  for  instance,  that  the  partner 
liad  died  who  had  given  the  security,  and  that  his  estate 
therefore  was  to  be  administered,  not  under  the  laws  of 
bankruptcy,  but  in  a  different  mode.      But  what  was 
aid  on  the  other  side  in  answer  to  this  argument  is  very 
conclusive,  namely,  that  the  fact  adverted  to  was  a  mere 
dicarastance  in  the  case,  and  had  no  bearing  on  the 
principle  which  was  then  decided ;  it  was  not  put  for* 
wvd  in  the  course  of  the  argument  by  counsel,  nor 
idferted  to  by  the  Court.     It  appears  to  have  formed  no 
ingredient  in  the  case.    The  case  of  JSx  parte  Peacock 
was  decided  first  by  Sir  John  Leach,  then  Vice  Chancel- 
lor, and  afterwards,  on  appeal,  by  Lord  Eldon ;  it  has 
Awe  been  followed  by  the  Court  of  Review,  in  Ex  parte 
BoiMlni(&),  under  circumstances  very  nearly  the  same. 
Now  what  is  the  present  case  ?    It  is  the  mere  converse 
of  Ex  parte  Peacock  ;  the  creditor  has  here  a  security 
on  the  joint  estate,  and  he  proves  against  the  separate 
estate.    Now,  Ex  parte  Peacock  was  decided  on  the 


1841. 

Ex  parte 

SntPBBRD 

and  others. 


(«)aO.&J.27. 


(6)  1  D.  &  C.  135. 
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1841.        principle,  that  the  joint  estate  and  the  separate  estate 

^"^        are  to  be  considered  as  distinct  estates  in  bankruptcy. 
hx  parte  '^ 

Shepherd      Xhat  principle  equally  applies  to  this  case.     And  I  am 

and  others. 

therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  creditor  was  entitled  to 
prove  against  the  separate  estate,  without  giving  up  the 
security  which  he  had  upon  the  joint  estate;  that  being 
no  part  of  the  estate,  against  which  he  proposed  to  prove. 
It  has  been  suggested,  that  this  case  is  to  be  governed 
by  the  rules  applicable  to  the  relation  of  principal  and 
surety.  But  it  does  not  appear  to  me,  that  those  rules 
apply  at  all  to  this  case.  Each  party  was  a  principal, 
by  virtue,  and  by  the  operation,  of  the  joint  covenant. 
Under  these  circumstances,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
representatives  of  George  Joad  ought  not  to  refund  the 
dividends  which  they  have  received,  I  believe,  under  an 
arrangement  which  was  made  pending  this  question. 
This  question  has  been  long  in  litigation ;  the  Commis- 
sioners differed  in  opinion.  It  afterwards  came  before 
the  Court  of  Review,  when  that  Court  consisted  of  four 
members.  They  were  equally  divided  in  opinion.  The 
arrangement  to  which  I  have  referred  was  then  made. 
The  question  came  on  afterwards  before  the  Court  of 
Review,  when  the  number  of  its  members  was  reduced 
to  two.  They  still  differed;  and,  under  such  circum- 
stances, the  question  has  been  stated  for  the  opinion  of 
this  Court.  I  think,  according  to  the  principle  applica- 
ble to  questions  of  this  kind,  that  George  Joad  had  a 
right  to  prove  against  the  separate  estate,  without  giving 
up  his  security  on  the  joint  estate. 

Mr.  Swanston  then  asked  for  costs  out  of  the  joint 
estate,  on  the  grounds  that  the  proceedings  had  been 
taken  for  the  protection  of  that  estate,  and  that  the  re- 
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presentatives  of  Mr.  Joad  had  been  in  the  right  from 
the  beginning;  and  argued^  that  the  practice  of  the 
Court  had  been  to  give  costs  under  such  circumstances. 
But  to  this 


J84I. 


£x  parte 
Shepherd 
and  others. 


Mr.  J3a;«Aaii;e  objected ;  and 


The  Lord  Chancellor,  having  taken  till  the  follow- 
ing day  to  consider  the  point,  finally  declined  to  make 
any  Order  as  to  costs. 


December  9. 


Ex  parte  William  Henry  Smith  and  another. — In  the 
matter  of  Thomas  Styan  and  William  Styan. 

AND 

Ex  parte  Thomas  Smith,  in  the  same  matter. 

These  were  the  petitions  of  creditors  claiming  a  lien 
on  certain  policies  of  assurance  deposited  with  them  by 
Ae bankrupts;  and  praying  the  usual  Order,  as  equitable 
mortgagees,  to  have  the  policies  sold,  the  proceeds  ap- 
plied towards  the  satisfaction  of  their  debts,  and  to  be 
pennitted  to  prove  for  the  deficiency.  The  petitioners 
in  the  first  petition  were  the  executors  of  one  Sarah 
Stt/anj  deceased,  who  was  a  creditor  of  the  bankrupts  to 
the  amount  of  3800/.  To  secure  the  payment  of  this 
torn,  the  bankrupts,  in  August  1838,  executed  a  joint 
and  several  bond  to  the  petitioners,  as  such  executors ; 
>nd,  as  a  collateral  security,  deposited  with  them  a  policy 
of  insurance  for  2500/.  on  the  life  of  one  of  the  bank- 
nipts  effected  in  the  Equitable  Assurance  Ofiice.  This 
office  carried  on  their  business  on  the  principle  of  mu- 


Serjeanti*  Inn 

HaU, 
July  23  ^  30. 

The  mere  orois- 
ftion  to  give 
notice  to  an 
insurance  office 
of  the  assign- 
ment by  the 
bankrupt  of  a 
policy  effected 
on  his  life,  is 
not,  of  itself, 
sufficient  evi- 
dence that  the 
bankrupt  was 
the  reputed 
owner  of  the 
policy,  within 
the  meaning  of 
the  6  Geo.  4, 
c.  16, 8.  72. 
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1841.  tual  assurers^  and  permitting  the  parties  assured  to  partici« 
Ex  parte  P^*® '"  ^^®  profits.  Notice  of  the  deposit  of  the  policy  was 
Smith.       gj^^^  ^^  ^jjg  ^flj^g  ^^  ^h^  ggj  March.    The  fiat  issued  on 

the  1st  April  1841^  and  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  alleged 
in  an  affidavit  of  the  respondents  to  have  been  committed 
on  the  15th  March  preceding,  by  an  absconding  of  the 
bankrupts  from  their  dwelling-house.  At  the  date  of 
the  fiat,  there  was  due  to  the  petitioners  on  the  bond  the 
sumofS782/. 

The  second  petition  claimed  a  lien  on  two  other 
policies  efiected  in  the  Rock  Life  Assurance  Oflice  and 
another  office;  the  material  facts  were  the  same  as  in  the 
first  petition,  except  that  it  did  not  appear  in  evidence 
that  these  two  last-mentioned  offices  carried  on  business 
on  the  footing  of  any  participation  of  profits  by  the  in- 
surers. 

Mr.  Stoanston,  in  support  of  the  petition.  The  only 
question  for  the  Court  to  determine  is,  whether  sufficient 
notice  has  been  given  by  the  petitioners  to  the  insurance 
office,  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  7fd 
section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  relating  to  goods  and  chat- 
tels in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  at  the 
time  of  his  bankruptcy.  Supposing  that  notice  was 
necessary  to  be  given  to  the  office  before  the  act  of 
bankruptcy,  there  is  another  point  to  be  considered, 
namely,  whether  there  is  in  this  case  sufficient  evidence 
of  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy.  It  is  true,  that  one  of  the 
respondents  swears  that  the  bankrupts  absconded  firom 
their  dwelling-house,  and  went  abroad,  on  the  15th 
March.  But  the  question  is,  did  they  go  abroad  with 
intent  to  delay  their  creditors  ?  Now  there  is  no  evi- 
dence whatever  of  the  bankrupts'  intention,  except  the 
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deponeni*8  belief  of  their  intention^  and  the  fact  that 
tbay  stopped  payment  on  the  same  day  on  which  they 
departed  from  their  dwelling-house.    But  it  is  submitted, 
tbat,  according  to  the  law  now  in  force^  the  alleged  act 
of  bankruptcy  will  not  defeat  the  title  of  the  depositary 
of  the  pciiey  in  the  Equitable  Assurance  Office ;  for,  in 
tluit  ofliee,  the  parties  assured  participate  in  the  profits, 
and  must  be  therefore  considered  as  partners;  and  it  has 
lately  been  decided  by  the  Vice  Chancellor  of  England 
in  the  case  of  Jhrnean  v.  Chamberlain(a)^  that  under 
these  circumstances  no  formal  notice  to  the  office  is  ne« 
cetsary,  as  the  knowledge  of  one  partner  amounts,  in 
construction  of  law,  to  the  knowledge  of  all.    The  same 
irinciple  has  also  been  acted  on  in  this  Court.    More- 
ofer,  the  recent  act  of  parliament  of  3  &  3  Vict.  c.  S9., 
M>w  substitutes  the  date  of  the  fiat  for  the  act  of  bank- 
raptcy,  as  to  otf  transactions,      [Sir  John  Cross.  How 
do  yon  make  out,  that  giving  notice  to  the  insurance 
office  is  a  transaction  with  the  bankrupt  ?]    With  great 
tobmission,  I  contend  that  it  is  a  transaction  with  the 
bankrupt  in  more  senses  than  one ;  the  deposit  of  the 
policy  being  a  transaction  affecting  the  property  of  the 
buiknipt,  the  notice  of  such  deposit  becomes  an  essen- 
tial part  of  the  transaction  with  the  owner,  whose  pro- 
ptrty  is  sought  to  be  charged.     The  insurance  office 
npresents  the  bankrupt,  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  no- 
tiee.    It  was  the  act  of  the  bankrupt  to  give  a  lien  on 
Ae  policy  of  assurance ;  that  was  the  first  act  of  the 
tnuissction ;  the  second  act  was,  to  give  the  necessary 
notice  of  the  lien  ;  and  the  insurance  company  were  the 


1841. 


£z  parte 
Smith. 


(a)  Coram  Vice-Chancellor,  4th  Dec.  1840.  Mr.  J.  Ru$gell,  amicus 
<«Hc,  stated  that  this  case  was  not  finally  decided,  but  was  referred  to  the 
^I^iter,  who  had  not  yet  made  his  Report. 


216  CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

1841.        bankrupt's  agents  for  that  purpose.     But,  the  bankrupt 
"^^^^        being  a  partner  in  the  insurance  office,  any  transaction 

£z  parte 

Smith.        with  the  office  is  a  transaction  with  the  bankrupt  him- 
self. 


Mr.  Stinton,  for  the  assignees.  The  policy  was  in  the 
order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  at  the  time  of  his 
bankruptcy,  according  to  the  decision  of  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  of  England  in  Williams  v.  Thorp  (a),  who  held, 
that,  where  a  bankrupt  had  assigned  a  policy  of  life 
assurance,  but  had  given  no  notice  to  the  office,  the  as- 
signees under  his  commission  were  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  it.  [Sir  John  Cross.  The  criterion  appears  to  me  to 
be,  who  has  the  policy  ?  for  that  is  the  sign  of  owner- 
ship.] In  a  subsequent  case,  also,  the  Vice-Chan- 
celior  again  decided,  that  the  operation  of  the  clause  of 
reputed  ownership  will  attach  on  a  policy,  which  a 
bankrupt  has  assigned,  without  giving  notice  to  the 
office ;  Ex  parte  Colville  (6).  With  respect  to  the  ope- 
ration of  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29.,  1  contend  that  that 
statute  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case. 

Mr.  Swanston,  in  reply.  There  is  a  palpable  distinc- 
tion between  the  mere  assignment  of  a  simple  contract 
debt,and  a  debt  secured  by  an  instrument  under  hand  and 
seal.  Would  any  person,  who  had  given  a  bond  for  the 
payment  of  a  debt,  ever  think  of  paying  the  debt,  with- 
out asking  for  the  bond  ?  Such  a  proceeding  would  be 
contrary  to  all  usage.  There  can  be  no  reputation  of 
ownership,  therefore,  when  the  bankrupt  has  actually 
assigned  the  debt,  and  parted  with  the  possession  of  the 

(a)  2  Sim.  257.  (6)  Mont  110. 
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<mly  inBtriiment  by  which  the  debt  is  secured.     In  re- 
^mrd  to  the  application  of  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29.,  the 
trauactions  referred  to  in  the  act  are  not  confined  to 
those  transactions  in  which  the  bankrupt  is  personally 
present,  nor  does  it  require  the  bankrupt's  hand  to  in- 
terrene ;  but  it  may  be  a  transaction  on  behalf  of  the 
bankrupt;  a  transaction  with  his  agent,  or  by  proxy. 
The  act  did  not  mean  to  interfere  with  the  relation  of 
pruicip«]  and  agent,  or  of  partners  ;  but  merely  to  give 
to  all  those  acts  which  bind  the  bankrupt  the  same  effect 
ss  all  his  transactions  before  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  sub- 
stituting merely  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  for  the  act  of 
bankruptcy. 


1841. 

Ex  parte 
Smith. 


Sir  John  Cross.  —  The  question  is,  whether  I  am 
boand  by  the  cases  that  have  been  cited,  to  hold,  that, 
for  want  of  a  formal  notice  to  the  insurance  office,  the 
policy  was  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt. 
It  could  only  have  been  in  his  order  and  disposition  by 
neans  of  a  firaud.  The  statute  that  has  been  referred  to 
appears  to  me  to  apply  to  transactions  between  two  per- 
*<His,  one  of  whom  must  be  the  bankrupt.  But  I  will 
consider  the  case  on  both  points. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


Sir  John  Cross  now  delivered  judgment. — This  was 
^  petition  by  the  executors  of  Sarah  Styan,  deceased, 
praying  an  Order  for  selling  certain  policies  of  insurance, 
in  payment  of  a  debt  due  to  them  as  such  executors, 
with  liberty  to  prove  for  the  deficiency.  It  appeared, 
that  the  testatrix  had  lent  a  sum  of  3800/.  to  the  bank- 
nipts,  and  that  the  policies  in  question,  one  of  which 
was  eflfected  in  the  Equitable  Assurance  Office,  were 
depottted  seven  years  ago  with  the  testatrix,  to  secure 
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218  CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

1 841 .  ^b®  repayment  of  that  sum.   On  the  part  of  the  asiigneei 

^^^^^  it  was  insisted,  that,  unless  the  petitioners  oonld  show 

SMirn.  that  notice  of  the  deposit  was  given  to  the  insturanee 


company  before  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  policies 
be  taken  to  have  been  in  the  order  and  disposition  of 
the  bankrupts  with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner,  and  that 
they  were  therefore  the  reputed  owners  of  the  property 
at  the  time  of  their  bankruptcy.  I  own,  it  seems  to  me  a 
strange  conclusion,  that,  merely  from  the  circumstanes 
of  the  holder  of  the  policies  not  having  delivered  notice 
of  the  deposit  at  the  office,  they  must  be  taken  to  have 
continued  in  the  hands  of  the  bankrupts  as  reputed 
owners,  without  any  evidence  of  reputation  of  owner- 
ship. There  was  no  proof  adduced,  that  any  one  but 
the  parties  themselves  knew  of  the  existence  of  these 
policies.  After  the  testatrix  had  continued  in  possession 
of  the  policies  for  no  less  a  period  than  seven  years,  it 
is  rather  a  strong  thing  to  insist  that  the  bankrupts  were 
the  reputed  owners,  and  retained  the  order  and  dispo* 
sition  of  them  at  the  period  of  their  bankruptcy.  It 
has  been  urged,  that  the  bankrupts  had  the  power  to 
dispose  of  these  policies,  although  they  might  not  be  in 
their  actual  possession;  that  is,  power  to  commit  a  fraud | 
for  if  they  had  attempted  to  assign  the  policies  to  ano- 
ther, it  could  only  have  been  done  by  a  fraud  upon  the 
holder  of  them.  I  am  aware  that  the  opinion  I  now 
express  is  a  little  at  variance  with  some  reported  cases  | 
but  it  has  always  appeared  to  me,  that  the  question  of 
reputed  ownership  is  a  pure  question  of  fact ;  and,  in  the 
present  case,  I  do  not  think  that  the  bankrupts  were  proved 
to  have  been  the  reputed  owners  of  the  policies.  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  mere  omission  to  prove  notice  to  the 
insurance  office  is  not  alone  sufficient  to  bring  the  ease 
within  the  meaning  of  the  7Snd  section  of  the  6  OW,  4. 
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Cm  16,|  and  to  lead  to  the  inevitable  conclusion  that  the       Id'^l* 
tnnkrapts  were  reputed  owners.     There  must  be  an      ex  parte 
Order  therefore  for  the  sale  of  the  policiesj  with  liberty       Smitu. 
to  go  before  the  Commissioners,  and  prove  for  any 
deficiency.    As  the  question  now  raised  is  of  frequent 
oeeorrencc,  I  shall  be  most  willing  to  allow  a  special 

cue  on  appeal  from  my  judgment,  with  a  view  to  have 

the  matter  definitely  settled. 


In  the  matter  of  Thomas  and  Wii«i«um  Styan, 

William  Pennell  and  others, 

appellants ; 

and  William  Hbnhy  SsnTH  and  others, 

J      ^  Feb.  16  1842. 

respondents.  ctn-am  Lord 

This  was  an  appeal  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  from  the  A  policy  of  ai- 
,,,        ^-^  jt  T%     •        >       t      %  n  »«"^Dce  effected 

decision  of  the  Court  of  Review  m  the  last  case ;  and  withacompaDy. 

eune  before  his  lordship  on  the  following  cured  participate 

or*  in  the  profits,  is 

oPECIAL  VyASE.  deposited  to  se- 

The  bankrupts  were  jointly  and  severally  indebted  to  nnoUce^oVthe^ 
tke  petitioners,  as  executors  of  one  Sarah  Styan,  in  the  ffiofficRn- 
nm  of  38007. ;  and  the  bankrupts  executed  their  joint  aftema^^^nor 
«nd  several  bond  to  the  petitioners,  dated  20th  August  J"^^?/^^^,^^^^^ 
18J8,  for  the  payment  of  the  said  debt  by  instalments,  committed  an 

.     ,  actofbank- 

with  interest  as  therein  mentioned.     And,  as  a  collateral  ruptcy;  of  which 

however  it  does 

ieeanty  for  the  payment  of  the  said  debt,  the  bankrupts  not  appear  that 
deposited  with  the  petitioners  a  certain  policy  of  insu-  had  notice.  A 
luce  for  2500/.  on  the  life  of  the  bankrupt   Thomas  s^^  Vg^^st' 

the  debtor : 
EeU,  1.  That  the  question,  whether  the  bankrupt  was  reputed  owner  of  the  policy  at  the 

"it  of  his  bankmptey,  was  one  of  law,  and  properly  the  subject  of  a  spoelal  case. 
1  That,  under  the2  &  3  Vict,  c.  29.,  the  notice  was  sufficient  to  give  the  depositary  a  good 

^  agiiBst  tbe  atilgDees. 
<)Bcn^  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  it  was  requisite  ti>t  the  depositary  to  show  that 

^  opffCM  Botiee  hid  been  given. 


sso 
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and  others 

leipondeDts. 


Styan ;  which  had  been  previously  deposited  ^th  the 
petitioner  William  Henry  Smith  in  trust  for  the  said 
Sarah  Styan^  as  a  security  for  the  same  debt,  many  yean 
before  the  date  of  the  said  bond^  and  has  continued  in 
his  custody  ever  since  as  such  collateral  security.  The 
said  policy  was  effected  on  the  10th  February  1810  with 
the  Equitable  Insurance  Society,  whereby  the  trustees 
thereof  assured  the  sum  of  2500/.,  to  be  paid  to  the  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns  of  the  said  Thomat 
Styan  after  his  decease.  The  said  society  is  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  joint  stock  company,  and  wherein  the  per- 
sons effecting  policies  of  assurance  are  jointly  interested 
in  the  profits  to  be  made  by  the  society.  There  was  doe 
and  owing  to  the  petitioners  at  the  date  of  the  fiat,  and 
still  is  due  and  owing  to  them,  the  sum  of  3782/.  upon 
the  said  bond.  The  petition  to  the  Court  of  Review, 
after  stating  these  facts,  prayed  (among  other  things)  in 
the  usual  form,  that  the  policy  might  be  sold,  and  the 
proceeds  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  said  debt.  The 
petition  did  not  allege,  nor  was  any  proof  tendered  of 
a  notice  to  the  assurers  of  the  pledge  and  the  deposit, 
before  the  bankruptcy  of  Thomas  Styan;  but  it  appeared, 
that  he  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  on  the  15th 
of  March ;  that  such  notice  was  given  to  the  assurers  on 
the  2^nd  of  March ;  and  that  the  fiat  bore  date  on  the  Ist 
of  April  following.  The  petition  came  on  to  be  heard  on 
the  30th  of  July  last,  before  his  Honor  Sir  John  Crass, 
the  acting  judge  of  the  said  Court;  when  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  assignees,  without  disputing  any  of  the 
facts  alleged  in  the  petition,  claimed  for  their  clients  the 
right  of  property  in  the  said  policy,  free  from  the  lien  of 
the  petitioners,  by  force  of  the  statute  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s. 
72„  as  being  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  of  Thomas 
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Siyan,  with  the  consent  of  the  petitioners,  in  the  posses- 
sion, order,  or  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  and  whereof 
he  was  then  the  reputed  owner.    No  evidence  was 
ofiered  in  support  of  this  claim ;  but  the  counsel  for  the 
assignees  relied  on  the  absence  of  any  allegation  or 
proof,  that  the  assurers  had  notice  of  the  said  deposit 
and  pledge  prior  to  the  bankruptcy  ;  which  they  insisted 
was,  by  law,  conclusive  evidence  of  the  right  claimed  for 
the  assignees.    Nevertheless  the  learned  judge  decided, 
that  this  was  not,  by  law,  conclusive  evidence  of  such 
right ;  and  that  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence  before 
the  Court,  to  prove  that  the  policy  was  at  the  time  of  the 
said  bankruptcy,  with  the  consent  of  the  petitioners,  in 
the  possession,  order,  or  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  and 
that  he  was  then  the  reputed  owner  thereof,  within  the 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute;  and  thereupon  the 
learned  judge  declared  that  the  petitioners  were  equitable 
mortgagees  of  the  said  policy  of  insurance,  and  ordered 
and  decreed  that  the  same  should  be  sold  and  applied  in 
the  manner  prayed  by  the  petition. 


1841. 

Re 

Styak, 

Smith 

and  others 

respondents. 


Mr.  Richards,  and  Mr.  Stinton,  for  the  appellants. 
It  is  settled  by  a  long  series  of  cases,  that  notice  to 
the  debtor  is  essential  to  the  completion  of  the  mortgage 
of  a  debt.  The  principle  upon  which  this  doctrine  was 
originally  founded  was,  that,  as  incorporeal  things  did 
Oct  admit  of  delivery,  the  mortgagee  was  bound  to  do 
everything,  which  was  consistent  with  the  nature  of  the 
property,  to  denote  the  alteration  in  the  ownership  of  it. 
This  was  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  Ryall  v. 
SoUe{a),  the  leading  case  on  the  subject;  where  Lord 
Chief  Baron  Parker,  (who,  together  with  the  Lord  Chief 


(a)  1  Atk.  165. 


tndothtrt 
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1841.       Justice  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  and  Mr.  Jastice 
j^^  Burnet,  assisted  Lord  Hardwicke  upon  that  occasion), 

^^^^'  said,  "  If  a  bond  Is  assigned,  the  bond  must  be  delirered, 
and  notice  must  be  given  to  the  debtor ;  but,  upon  an  as- 
signment oF  book  debts,  notice  alone  is  sufficient ;  because 
there  can  be  no  delivery,  and  such  acts  are  equal  to  a 
delivery  of  goods  which  are  capable  of  delivery.  l}amttt 
says  (a),  things  incorporeal,  such  as  debts,  cannot  pro- 
perly be  delivered.  This  is  to  show  the  nature  of  aa* 
signment  of  debt  by  notice  to  the  debtor.  This  clause, 
therefore,  extends  to  things  in  action,  and  all  has  not 
been  done  that  might  have  been  done  by  the  assignee  to 
vest  the  right  of  them  in  himself,  and  to  take  away  frcnn 
the  bankrupt  the  power  and  disposition  of  them ;  for  no 
notice  has  been  given  to  the  debtors.'*  This  case  was 
decided  in  1749.  In  1804,  Sir  William  Grant  said  in 
Jones  V.  Gibbons  (ft),  "  It  is  decided  by  Ryatt  v.  Rolk, 
that  debts  and  chattels  are  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute ;  the  consequence  is,  that,  if  they  remain  in  the 
possession,  order,  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  at 
the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  they  will  pass  by  the  as- 
signment to  the  assignees;  therefore,  in  order  completely 
to  divest  the  bankrupt  of  such  debts,  he  must  have  done 
everything  that  is  equivalent  to  a  delivery  of  chattels 
personal,  that  is,  of  moveable  goods ;  and  the  judges,  at 
least  one  of  them.  Sir  Thomas  Parker,  says  *That 
which  is  equivalent  to  delivery  of  moveables  is,  in  the  case 
of  a  debt,  an  assignment  and  delivery  of  the  security  (if 
any),  and  notice  to  the  debtor  of  the  assignment.'  It 
might  perhaps  have  been  a  question,  whether,  after  assign- 
ment and  delivery  of  the  security  to  the  assignee,  the 
bankrupt  could  be  said  to  have  the  order  and  disposition, 

(a)  L.  1,  t.  3,  f.  2,  par,  9.  W  9  Vci.  410. 
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merely  because  there  was  no  notice  to  the  debtor  of  the 
assignment;  probably  that  requisite  was  added,  as  other- 
wise the  debtor  might  safely  pay  the  money  to  the  person 
who  had  without  his  knowledge  ceased  to  be  his  cre- 
ditor/' As  early  as  this  period>  therefore^  Sir  W.  Grant 
adverts  to  the  doctrine^  upon  which  the  Court  of  Review 
has  proceeded  in  its  decision  upon  the  present  case ;  but 
treats  the  point  as  being  then  set  at  rest  by  the  case  of 
Bgall  ¥.  RoUe. — The  next  ease  was  that  of  Ex  parte 
Monroe  {a),  which  was  decided  in  1818  by  Sir  Thomas 
Pbtmer^  Y.  C,  and  was  the  ease  of  a  bond  debt;  and 
there,  although  the  bond  had  been  delivered  to  the  as- 
signee, the  Vice  Chancellor  decided  that  the  debt  re- 
mained in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  be- 
cause  no  notice  had  been  given  to  the  debtor;  saying, 
^  I  find  the  practice  of  the  commissioners  has  been  con- 
formable to  the  rule  stated  in  Btfallv.  Rolk;  the  ab- 
sence of  any  decision  to  the  contrary  since  the  time  of 
Lord  Hardmche  shows  that  rule  to  have  been  acquiesced 
ill,  and  I  think  rightly ;  for  the  obligee,  where  notice  is 
not  given,  may  obtain  payment  of  the  debt;  which  is  suf- 
ficient to  leave  it  in  his  order  and  disposition  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute/*— The  next  authority  is  that  of 
Bx  parte  Burton  (6),  in  which  the  general  principle  was 
admitted  on  all  hands,  and  the  only  question  was,  whe- 
ther the  circumstance  of  the  debt  being  assigned  by  a 
partner  retiring  from  trade  to  the  continuing  partner, 
who  consequently  had  a  right  of  ownership  indepen- 
dently of  the  assignment,  exempted  the  case  from  the 
application  of  the  rule.  The  Vice  Chancellor,  however, 
decided  that  it  did  not ;  because,  although  the  assignee 
was,  independently  of  the  assignment,  competent  to  re- 


1841. 


Re 

Styan, 

Smith 

aodoihen 

respondmits. 


(a)  Buck,  300. 


(6)  1G.&J.207. 
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ceive  the  debt,  yet,  until  notice  was  given  to  the  debtors, 
the  retiring  partner  was  equally  competent  to  give  a 
discharge ;  and  the  debt  was  consequently  in  the  re- 
puted ownership  of  the  firm. — The  next  case,  which 
is  that  of  Ex  parte  Usbomeia),  was  decided  in  1823 
by  the  same  judge,  and  is  to  the  same  eflect  as  the  au- 
thority last  cited.  These  were  all  cases  of  debts. — The 
next  case,  in  point  of  date,  is  that  of  Williams  v. 
Thorpe  (6),  in  1828,  where  the  assignment  was  that  of  a 
policy  of  assurance,  in  the  same  office  as  that  in  which 
the  policy  now  in  question  was  effected ;  and  it  was 
attempted  there  to  distinguish  the  sum  secured  by  a 
policy  from  an  ordinary  debt,  on  the  ground  that  the 
office  would  not  have  paid  the  sum  insured,  ^thout  a 
production  of  the  policy ;  but  the  Vice  Chancellor  consi- 
dered the  question  as  concluded  by  the  authorities 
already  cited.  This  decision  was  followed  by  that  of  Ex 
parte  Colvill  (c),  which  was  decided  by  the  same  judge, 
and  is  to  the  same  effect. — In  the  interval,  however, 
between  the  two  last  mentioned  decisions,  the  principle 
had  been  fully  argued  and  settled,  upon  appeal  before 
your  lordship,  in  the  cases  of  Dearie  v.  HaU{d\  and 
Loveridge  v.  Cooper  (J),  which  were  followed  in  the  case 
of  Cooper  v.  Fynmore  (e).  [Lord  Chancellor.  Those 
cases  were  decided  upon  the  authority  of  Ryatl  v.  RoUe^ 
the  principle  of  which  appears  to  me  free  from  doubt] 
It  has  been  since  acted  upon  by  your  lordship,  when 
Chief  Baron,  in  the  case  of  Smith  v.Smith(J);  and  still 
more  recently  by  the  present  Master  of  the  Rolls,  ui  the 


(a)  1  O.  &  J.  358. 
(e)  Mont.  no. 
(<}  3  Raw.  60. 


(6)  a  Sim.  257. 

(d)  3  Ron.  1. 

(/}  2Crom|K&Mwi.S32. 
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case  of  Timson  v.  ItainsboUom{a);  wliere  it  was  decided 
that  although  one  of  two  executors,  in  whose  names  the 
fond  which  was  the  subject  of  the  incumbrances  in  ques- 
tion was  standing,  had  notice  of  the  first  incumbrance, 
he  being  himself  in  fact  the  first  incumbrancer,  yet  that 
such  notice  was  not  sufiicient  to  prevent  the  second  in- 
cumbrancer, who  gave  notice  to  the  other  trustees,  from 
having  priority.    And  this  case  has  been  followed  in  that 
of  Meux  V.  BeU{b)  before  Vice  Chancellor  Wigram.    It 
is  indeed  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  general  principle ; 
since  the  actual  case  of  an  assignment  of  a  policy  was  de- 
cided by  Lard  Chancellor  Brougham^  in  Ex  parte  Ten* 
-nyson  (c),  which  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the 
Vice  Chancellor  in  Ex  parte  Colvill  (rf),  already  referred 
to,  and  where  all  the  law  and  authorities  upon  the  subject 
were  fully  gone  into,  and  discussed  both  in  the  argument 
and  the  judgment.     The  respondents   have   therefore 
thrown  upon  them,  the  burden  of  proving  that  their  secu- 
rity was  completed  by  such  notice  having  been  given. 
And  the  argument  that  was  addressed  to  the  Court  of 
Review,  to  the  effect  that  the  assured  are  partners  in  the 
Equitable  Assurance  Company,  and  that  therefore  if  one 
of  them  assign  his  policy,  the  notice,  or  rather  knowledge, 
which  he  has  of  the  transaction  is  notice  to  the  company, 
is  met  by  the  observation  that  if  it  were  correct,  the  deci- 
sion in  Williams w.  Thorpe {e)  must  be  overruled;  for  the 
policy  there  was  effected  in  the  same  office,  as  the  policy 
in  the  present  case. 


isn. 


Re 

Styan, 

Smith 

and  others 

respoodents. 


(a)  2  Keeo,  41. 

(6)  1  Hare,  73 ;  see  also  FarUir  ? .  Blaehtone,  1  M.  &  K.  297  ',  FarHer 
V.  Coehtrdl,  3  CK  &  Fid.  466  >  9  Bti.  N.  S.  232,  5.  C. ;  and  what  is  said  by 
Lord  Cotttuham,  C.  in  Gardner  v.  Lachlan,  4  My.  &  Cr.  132. 

(c)  Wont,  U  lili.  67.  (d)  ^!ont.  110. 

(0  2  Sim.  257. 
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Styan, 

Smith 

and  otben 

mpoDdentf. 


Mr.  SwanstoHf  and  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  respondenU. 
This  is  not  a  proper  question  for  a  special  case,  being 
one  of  fact  merely,  upon  which  there  can  be  no  appeal. 
The  burden  of  proving  the  reputation  of  ownership  lay 
upon  the  appellants ;  and  the  Court  uf  Review  thought  the 
evidence  produced  by  them  insufficient  to  establish  such 
reputation.  The  special  case  expressly  states  the  Court 
of  Review  to  have  decided,  that  there  was  no  sufficient 
evidence  that  the  policy  was  at  the  time  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy, with  the  consent  of  the  petitioners,  in  the  pos- 
session, order,  or  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  or  that  he 
was  the  reputed  owner  thereof.  Questions  of  reputed 
ownership  are  in  Courts  of  law  left  to  the  jury,  whose 
verdict  would  not  be  disturbed,  except  on  the  ground  of 
its  being  contrary  to  evidence.  The  point  would  never 
be  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court.  [Lard  Chan- 
eellor.  The  question  is,  whether  the  bankrupt  could 
transfer  the  property  in  the  policy,  by  a  mere  transfer  of 
the  instrument,  without  notice  to  the  office.  The  ap- 
pellants say,  the  possession  of  the  respondents  was  not 
complete,  without  notice, — and  that,  until  such  notice  was 
given,  the  bankrupt  cannot  be  considered  as  having  parted 
with  the  possession.  That  is  really  quite  a  question  of 
law.]  We  say,  the  mere  circumstance  of  possession  is 
immaterial,  if  there  were  not  besides  a  reputation  of 
ownership ;  now,  whether  there  was  such  reputation  or 
not,  must  be  a  question  of  fact.  And,  therefore,  even 
if  the  appellants  succeeded  in  convincing  the  Court  that 
some  technical  kind  of  possession  remained  in  the  bank- 
rupt, the  question  must  nevertheless  be  decided  against 
them;  it  being  found,— and  according  to  1  &  S  WiU.  4. 
c.  56.  s.  3.,  conclusively, — ^by  the  Court  of  Review,  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  reputation.    Under  these  cir- 
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comstanoes,  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  question^  as 
to  what,  technically  speakings  shall  be  considered  pos- 
session of  a  description  of  property,  which  is,  in  fact, 
incapable  of  possession.     But  it  may  be  observed,  that 
the  authority  of  Ryall  v.  Rolle,  which  has  been  so  much 
relied  upon,  consists  of  a  mere  dictum  of  Lord  Chief 
Baron  Parker;  and  the  reasoning  upon  which  the  die- 
torn  is  founded  is  by  no  means  conclusive, — delivery  of 
possession  not  being  essential  to  pass  property  in  goods 
which  are  capable  of  delivery,  where  a  good  considera- 
tion is  paid  for  them.    The  only  cases  which  have  been 
dted,  where  the  property  in  dispute  was  a  policy  of 
assurance,  are  Williams  v.    Thorp  (a)  and  Ex  parte 
Toinymm  {]b) ;  which,  however,  are  at  variance  with  the 
cases  of  Falkner  v.  Case  (c),  decided  by  Lord  Thurlaw, 
ind  Bozon  v.  Bolland  {d),  decided  by  Sir  J.  Leach, 
h  Falkner  v.  Case,  the  property  in  question  was  the 
ram  secured  by  a  policy  on  a  ship.    The  policy  had 
been  assigned  by  a  person,  who  afterwards  became 
hnkrupt,  to  a  creditor  to  secure  a  debt;  but  the  broker 
by  whom  the  policy  was  effected,  and  who  had  by  an 
tfrangement  with  the  bankrupt  a  lien  upon  it,  kept  it 
in  his  possession  as  a  security.    It  did  not  appear  that 
any  notice  had  been  given  of  the  assignment,  either  to 
the  broker,  or  the  underwriters ;  and  after  the  bankruptcy 
the  broker  was  applied  to,  both  by  the  assignees  and 
the  creditor,  to  deliver  up  the  policy;  and,  upon  the 
former  offering  to  discharge  the  broker's  demand,  and 
the  latter  declining  to  do  so,  the  policy  was  handed  over 
to  the  assignees,  who  received  the  insurance  money. 
The  executor  of  the  creditor  then  filed  a  bill  in  Chan- 


1841. 


(a)  3  Sim.  257. 
(e)  2  T.  R.  491. 


(6)  Mont.  &  Bli.  67. 
(d)  Mont.  Ac  Bli.  74. 


Re 

Styan, 

SmTR 

and  others 

reipoDdeDtt. 
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1841.        eery  against  the  assignees  to  recover  the  proceeds,  and 
^"^1^        the  Lord  Chancellor  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  them ; 

Re 

Styan,  and,  with  reference  to  the  objection  that  possession  of  the 
and  others  policy  had  not  been  delivered,  the  Lord  Chancellor  siud, 
that  as  the  bankrupt  had  not  the  possession  to  deliver, 
having  barely  the  right  to  redemption,  he  had  done  all 
that  he  could  do  in  assigning  all  his  equitable  right  to 
the  plaintiff;  that  the  statute  was  to  be  considered  as  a 
jus  positivum,  and  that  it  was  impossible  to  charge  the 
assignee  of  this  equity  with  having  left  the  possession  of 
the  thing  assigned  in  the  hands  of  the  bankrupt.  And 
then, — in  reference  to  the  argument  that  the  creditor 
should  have  given  notice  to  the  broker  of  his  equitable 
interest,  for  the  purpose  of  publishing  to  the  world  that 
the  property  did  not  belong  to  the  bankrupt, — the  Lord 
Chancellor  said,  the  answer  to  that  was,  that  there  was  not 
a  scintilla  of  property  in  the  bankrupt ;  and  secondly, 
supposing  notice  had  been  given,  it  would  have  been  a 
transaction  merely  between  the  creditor  and  the  broker. 
But  it  was  not  suggested,  either  in  the  argument  or  the 
judgment,  that  notice  to  the  underwriters  was  necessary. 
However,  in  the  present  case,  the  insurance  company 
had  sufficient  notice  of  the  mortgage,  if  any  notice  were 
necessary ;  for  the  rule  is,  that  notice  to  a  partner  is 
notice  to  the  firm ;  and  there  is  nothing  to  exempt  from 
the  operation  of  this  rule  a  society,  like  the  Equitable 
Assurance  Company,  in  which  all  the  assured  participate 
in  the  profit,  and  are  consequently  partners.  This 
point  was  so  decided  in  the  case  of  £x  parte  Wdith- 
man  (a),  where,  it  is  true,  the  bankrupt  was  a  director  of 
the  company ;  but  the  decision  did  not  turn  upon  that 
circumstance;   and  it  was  never  contended  that  there 

(a)  2  M.  &  A.  364 ;  4  Detc.  &  C.  412. 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  229 

was  any  difference  in  this  respect  between  a  dormant        1841. 

and  an  acting  partner.    The  point  was  not  adverted  to  ^^ 

in  the  case  of  Williams  v.  Thorp  {a),  as  appears  from        Stvav, 

what  fell  from  the  judge  (who  decided  that  case)  in  the      »nd  ojhen 

respondents. 

recent  case  of  Duncan  v.  Chamberlain  {b),  which  is  an 
express  authority  for  the  respondents;    for  there,  it 
having  been  found  by  the  Masterj  that  by  the  constitu- 
tion  of  the  Equitable  Society  the  assurers  are  partners 
'vrith  the  assured,  the  Vice-chancellor  said,  '*  This  point 
iras  not  taken  in  Williams  v.  Thorpe,  nor  does  it  seem 
to  have  been  taken  when  this  case  was  first  before  the 
Court.    It  appears  to  me  that  the  effect  of  all  persons 
insuring  being  thereby  partners  in  the  society,  is  to 
make  the  fact  of  the  assignment  of  the  policy  by  the 
assured  a  fact  which  the  other  partners  must  be  taken 
to  have  known." — There  is  one  more  point,  on  which 
the  respondents  might,  if  necessary,  rest  their  case. 
The  fiat  did  not  issue  till  the  1st  of  April,  whereas 
formal  notice  of  the  deposit  was  given  to  the  office  on 
the  22d  of  March.     Now,  although  the  act  of  bank- 
mptcy  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed  on  the  15th  of 
Ifarchj  yet  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  respondents  had 
notice  of  it ;  and,  consequently,  the  transaction  is  pro- 
tected by  the  statute  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29,  s.  2,  which  pro- 
vides that  all  contracts,  dealings,  and  transactions,  by 
and  with  any  bankrupt,  really  and  bond  fide  made  and 
entered  into  by  him  before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the 
fiat,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  valid,  notwithstanding  any 
prior  act  of  bankruptcy  by  such  bankrupt  committed ; 
provided  the  person  or  persons  so  dealing  with   the 
bankrupt  had  not,  at  the  time  of  such  contract  or  deal- 

(«)  a  Sim.  257. 

(h)  April  SOUi  1841,  Law  Journal,  vol.  xiz.  (Cases  in  Chancery),  p.  309. 
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1841.  ingi  notice  of  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  by  him  com- 
^'^!^  mitted.  [Lord  Chancellor.  The  long  interval  of  seren 
Styait,       years^  which  elapsed  between  the  deposit  and  the  notice. 

Smith 

and  othen  is  a  suspicions  circumstance.  What  induced  the  re- 
spondents to  select  the  precise  period  which  they  chose 
for  giring  notice  ?J  There  is  no  proof,  or  even  sugges- 
tion, of  the  respondents  baring  had  notice  of  the  act  of 
bankruptcy ;  and  the  burden  of  proving  such  notice  lies 
on  the  appellants.  It  was  said  in  the  Court  of  Review, 
that  giving  notice  to  the  office  was  not  a  transaction  by 
or  with  the  bankrupt,  and  so  not  within  the  act ;  but  the 
answer  to  that  observation  is,  that  the  notice  and  deposit 
are  parts  of  one  transaction  between  the  bankrupt  and 
the  mortgagee.  For  all  these  reasons,  namely,  Ist 
That  the  question  is  one  of  fact, — Sdly.  That  there  is  no 
rule  rendering  notice  of  an  assignment  of  a  policy  indis- 
pensable,— Sdly.  That  the  notice  which  the  bankrupt  had 
of  the  assignment  was  sufficient,  he  being  a  partner  in 
the  company, — and  4thly«  That  the  transaction  is  pro- 
tected by  the  S  &  S  Vkt  c.  29.  s.  S,— this  appeal  most 
be  dismissed. 

Mr.  Richardt,  in  reply.  The  first  two  of  these 
points  have  been  disposed  of  by  the  observations  of 
the  Court,  and  the  authorities  cited ;  and  with  regard 
to  the  third,  the  respondents*  argument  rests  entirely 
on  the  case  of  Duncan  v.  Chamberlaine;  but  the  doc- 
trine, which  the  judgment  in  that  case  (as  now  read 
to  the  Court)  professes  to  establish,  is  of  too  great 
importance  to  be  conclusively  settled  by  a  case,  which 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  much  considered.  [Lard 
Chancellor.  The  Vice -Chancellor  must  have  consi- 
dered the  question,  when  he  directed  the  reference  to 
the  master;  as  to  the  fact  of  partnership.]     It  cannot  be 
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argued,  that  there  was  notice  here  for  any  practical  pur- 
pose.   [Lard  Chancellor.  It  is  not,  I  suppose,  contended 
that  the  transaction  amounts  practically  to  a  notice ;  in 
Ex  parte  Waithman^a)  it  did.]     The  necessity  of  notice 
arises  from  a  rule  of  equity,  which  must  be  complied  with 
really  and  substantially,  and  cannot  be  satisfied  by  notice, 
ivhich  is  merely  technical  and  constructive.    As  to  the 
iremaining  point,  with  respect  to  the  statute  Z  ScS  Vict. 
c.  29.  8.  1.,  it  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  the  words  of 
the  clause,  to  see  that  they  do  not  apply  to  the  present 
case.      The  notice  here  was  given  after  the  act  of 
bankruptcy ;  and,  as  it  is  a  dealing  between  the  creditor 
and  the  insurance  company,  and  not  a  contract,  dealing, 
or  transaction,  by  or  with  the  bankrupt,   the  case  is 
unaffected  by  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  and  the  pro- 
perty must  be  held  to  have  passed  to  the  assignees  by 
the  old  law.    And,  with  reference  to  the  argument  that 
the  notice  and  deposit  constitute  one  transaction, — the 
answer  to  that  is,  that,  however  requisite  notice  may  be, 
as  regards  third  parties,  the  transaction   is  complete 
without  it,  as  regards  the  bankrupt  and  the  party  dealing 
with  him,  who  are  the  only  persons  within  the  purview 
of  the  statute. 

Cur.  ad.  vult. 


1841. 


Re 

Sty AN, 

Smith 

aDdolken 

rwpondeDU, 


Lord  Chancellor. — The  bankrupts  in  this  case  ex-  February  26. 
eeuted  their  bond  in  August  1838  to  the  petitioners^  as 
executors  of  Sarah  Styan^  in  a  sum  of  38007.,  in  respect 
of  a  debt  due  from  them  to  her  estate  ;  and,  as  a  colla- 
teral security  for  the  payment  of  the  debt,  deposited  with 
them  a  policy  of  insurance  for  2500/.  on  the  life  of  one 
of  the  bankrupts.  At  the  date  of  the  fiat,  there  was  due 
to  the  petitioners  as  executors  the  sum  of  3782/.,  on  ac- 

(a)  2  M.  &  A.  364;  4  Deac.  &  C.  413. 
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1841.        count  of  the  bond.      Tliomas  Styan  committed  an  act  of 
^  bankruptcy  on  the  15th  of  March  last ;  and,  on  the  22d 

Styan,       Qf  ^jjg  same  month.  notice  was  given  to  the  assurers  of 

Saiitu  ^ 

and  others      the  pledge  and  deposit  of  the  said  policy.     The  fiat  was 
respondeott. 

issued  on  the  1st  April.     It  was  contended  on  the  part 

of  the  assignees,  that  the  policy  passed  by  the  assign- 
ment to  them,  inasmuch  as  no  notice  was  given  to  the 
assurers  of  the  deposit,  before  the  act  of  bankruptcy. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
executors,  first,  that  no  notice  was  in  this  case  neces- 
sary ;  and  secondly,  that,  even  supposing  a  notice  Mras 
required,  the  assured  was  a  partner  in  the  insurance 
company,  which  was  in  the  nature  of  a  joint  stock  com- 
pany, and  that  notice  to  him^  or  rather  his  knowledge, 
of  the  deposit  which  he  had  himself  made,  was  in  point 
of  law  notice  to  the  assurers.  It  was  further  contended 
for  the  petitioners,  that  they  were  entitled  to  retain  the 
said  policy,  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  2  &  3  VicL  c.  29. 
It  is  unnecessary  to  give  any  opinion,  with  respect  to  the 
two  first  questions  to  which  I  have  adverted,  or  to  com- 
ment on  the  authorities  which  have  been  cited ;  because 
it  appears  to  me,  that  the  case  falls  distinctly  within  the 
provisions  of  the  act  to  which  I  have  referred.  By  that 
statute  it  is  enacted,  *^  that  all  contracts,  dealings,  and 
transactions  by  and  with  any  bankrupt,  really  and  bona 
fide  entered  into  before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the  fiat 
against  him,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  valid,  notwithstand- 
ing any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  by  such  bankrupt  com- 
mitted ;  provided  the  person  or  persons  so  dealing  with 
such  bankrupt  had  not,  at  the  time  of  such  contract, 
dealing,  or  transaction,  notice  of  any  prior  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy by  him  committed.*'  All  bona  fide  dealings  and 
transactions,  therefore,  with  the  bankrupt  before  the  fiat. 
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and  without  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy^  are  valid.  1841. 
In  this  case,  the  transaction,  or  dealing,  consisted  of  the  ^C^ 
deposit  or  pledge  of  the  policy,  and  the  notice  to  the        Stvan, 

'  J.  o  *  .f  bMITII 

assurers  ;  which  latter  step,  it  is  contended,  was  neces-      and  others 

respondents. 

sary  to  render  the  transaction  binding  against  all  other 
claimants.  The  whole  of  this  was  completed  before  the 
date  of  the  fiat;  and  it  is  not  alleged,  that  the  transaction 
was  not  in  every  part  of  it  band  fide,  or  that  the  parties 
had  any  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  It  appears  to 
me,  therefore,  that  the  case  falls  distinctly  within  the 
statute,  and  that  the  transaction  is  protected  by  it.  Sup- 
posing the  pledge  to  have  been  made  bond  fide,  and 
without  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  immediately 
after  that  act,  and  to  have  been  followed  by  a  notice 
given  also  before  the  fiat, — could  it  be  doubted,  that 
such  a  transaction  would  fall  within  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  ?  And  what  difference  can  it  make  in  this 
respect,  that  the  deposit  was,  as  in  the  present  instance, 
made  long  before  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  the  trans- 
action completed  by  a  notice  given  after  such  act,  but 
before  the  date  of  the  fiat  ?  It  is  sufficient,  that  the 
whole  transaction  was  bond  fide,  and  without  notice  of 
the  act  of  bankruptcy ;  and  that  every  part  of  it  took 
place  before  the  date  of  the  fiat.  I  am  of  opinion,  there- 
fore, that  the  Order  of  the  Court  of  Review  must  be 
affirmed* 
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N^v^       Ex  parte  Henry  James   Oakes,   Robert   Beavan, 

Georoe  Moor^  and  William  Robert  Bevan. — In 

Serjeanti'  Inn  the  matter  of  RoBERT  WoRTERS. 

HaU, 

Where  the  '       THIS  was  the  petition  of  equitable  mortgagees  for  the 

lited'tiiil  dSdi  common  Order,  and  for  leave  to  bid. 

with  hisbankere,      fhe  petitioners  were  bankers  at  Sudbury ;  and  it  ap- 

to  secure  future  ^  ^  ^  r 

advances,  and,    peared  that  on  the  1 8th  May  1830,  which  was  before  Wil- 

after  a  change 

in  the  partner-    Ham  Robert  Bevan  was  a  partner  in  the  banking  house, 

ship,  continued     ,       ,       ,  ,      .       i  /.  i       i         i       i  •        #•  i 

for  six  years  the  the  bankrupt  obtained  from  the  then  bankmg  firm  an  ad- 
dealing  with  vance  of  1000/.,  on  the  security  of  the  deposit  of  the  title 
same'running  deeds  of  certain  copyhold  property  in  the  County  of  Suf- 
ihat°thw  wa8*a'  ^^^^^  which  it  was  agreed  should  be  a  security  not  only  for 
oHhe'de'^U^o^^  the  repayment  of  the  1000/.,  but  also  of  any  other  sums 
the  deeds^wth  ^f  money  which  might  be  afterwards  advanced  by  the 
upon  the  same    fima.    On  the  12th  August  1836  David  Hanburv,  one 

terms  as  with  ^  ^ 

the  old.  of  the  then  partners  in  the  bank,  died ;  and  on  the  1st 

November  1836  William  Robert  Bevan  was  admitted  a 
partner  in  his  room.  The  fiat  issued  against  the  bank- 
rupt on  the  23rd  February  last,  when  a  balance  was  due 
from  him  of  1075/.  l^s.  for  advances  made  to  him  by  the 
bank.  The  petitioners  alleged,  that  in  or  about  the 
month  of  January  last,  the  bankrupt  acknowledged  that 
he  was  indebted  to  the  petitioners  collectively  for  the 
amount  of  any  balance  due,  and  that  they  retained  a  lien 
upon  the  title  deeds  for  all  such  advances  as  had  been 
made  either  by  the  old  firm  or  the  new  one.  There  was 
also  an  express  subsequent  recognition  of  the  petitioners' 
lien  made  by  the  bankrupt  on  the  13th  February  last; 
the  act  of  bankruptcy  having  been  committed  on  the  10th 
February. 


Mr.  Swanston  appeared  in  support  of  the  petition. 


-^ 


and  others. 
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Mr.  Siinton,  contra.  There  should  have  been  either  1 841. 
some  express  recognition  made  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  ^!^^^^ 
new  firm  of  the  former  deposit,  on  the  admission  of  a  Oakes 
new  partner ;  or  else,  there  should  have  been  a  fresh  de- 
posit of  the  title  deeds  with  the  new  firm.  In  JEx  parte 
Marsh  (a),  where  the  security  of  a  deposit  was  held  to 
be  continued,  after  an  alteration  in  the  members  of  a 
banking  firm,  it  was  on  the  ground  of  an  express  subse- 
quent recognition  in  writing,  raising  an  agreement  to 
that  efifect.  And  in  JEx  parte  Kensington  (6),  where  an 
equitable  mortgage  by  deposit  of  deeds  was  extended  to 
advances  aAer  the  alteration  of  the  firm.  Lord  Eldon 
said,  that  *^  understanding  alone,  unless  in  a  fair  sense 
amounUng  to  agreement,  would  not  do  ;'*  but  his  Lord- 
ship in  that  case  added:  "My  opinion,  however,  is, 
that  if,  upon  the  affidavit  and  examination  taken  together, 
uded  by  the  extreme  probability  of  their  intention,  I  can 
collect,  that  what  was  originally  deposited  for  one  pur- 
pose should  be  held  as  deposit  also  for  the  other,  with 
refisrence  to  the  demand  of  the  subsequent  partners,  that^ 
though  by  parol,  would  be  sufficient."  In  Ex  parte 
Lloyd  {c)f  there  was  an  express  verbal  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties,  after  a  change  in  the  firm  of  the  peti- 
tioners, that  the  deeds  previously  deposited  should  still 
remain  in  their  hands,  subject  to  the  like  claim  as  had 
been  previously  agreed  upon.  Now,  in  the  present  case, 
there  was  no  express  recognition  by  the  bankrupt  of  the 
previous  deposit,  until  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy ;  for 
the  acknowledgment,  that  is  stated  to  have  been  made  by 
the  bankrupt  'Mn  or  about  the  month  of  January,**  is 
not  sufficiently  precise,  to  give  a  lien  to  the  petitioners 
on  the  title  deeds. 

(a)  2  Roie,  239.  (b)  2  Vcs.  &  B.  79—83 ;  2  Rose,  138. 

(c)  1  O.  &  J.  389. 
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1841.  Mr.  Swansion,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

£x  parte 

audoibers.  ^'^  JoHN  Cros8. — It  seems  to  me,  that  the  fact  of  the 
deposit  of  the  title  deeds  with  the  former  firm  to  secure 
future  advances,  coupled  with  the  fact  of  the  bankrupt 
suffering  the  deeds  to  remain  with  the  bankers  after  the 
change  in  the  firm,  and  also  continuing  for  six  years  the 
same  identical  account  and  dealing  with  the  new  ftrm  as 
he  had  done  with  the  old,  affords  quite  sufficient  evidence 
of  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt  to  continue 
the  deposit  of  the  title  deeds  upon  the  original  terms.  I  see 
no  evidence  whatever  that  the  former  debt  due  to  the  old 
firm  is  in  existence ;  I  must  therefore  take  it  for  granted 
that  the  balance  now  claimed  is  a  debt  due  to  the  new 
firm.  The  question  is,  whether  there  must  be  an  ex- 
press, or  whether  there  may  not  be  a  tacit,  recognition 
of  the  previous  deposit.  Now  it  appears  to  roe,  that  a 
man  may  recognize  by  his  acts,  as  well  as  by  his  words; 
and  if  that  is  so,  that  there  has  been  a  continued  recog- 
nition by  the  bankrupt  for  the  last  six  years,  evidenced 
by  a  running  account  with  the  bankers  during  that 
period,  and  a  continuation  of  dealing  with  them  upon  the 
same  terms  as  with  the  former  firm.  There  has  been  no 
change  in  the  account,  although  there  has  been  a  change 
in  the  partnership ;  and  the  deeds  are  permitted  by  the 
bankrupt  to  continue  in  the  custody  of  the  new  firm. 
For  what  purpose  ?  Why  to  get  further  credit  for  future 
advances.  AH  these  facts  taken  together  seem  to  me  to 
be  stronger  evidence  of  a  recognition  of  the  deposit,  than 
mere  words  would  have  been.  The  petitioners  are  there- 
fore entitled  to  the  relief  they  seek. 

Common  Order. 
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1841. 
Ex  parte  Miller. — In  the  matter  of  George  Pocock 

•  Serjeanti  Inn 

IrYINO. ''  Hall 

July  9. 

1  HIS  was  a  petition  of  creditors  to  annul  a  fiat,  which  Where  an  Order 

...  _.  _  r^  .     .  «    •  '**''■  London 

had  been  directed  to  a  Commissioner  of  the  Court  of  fiat  had  been 
Bankruptcy  in  London,  and  for  an  Order  that  a  new  fiat  hisuncc  of  the* 
might  issue  directed  to  Commissioners  at  Stockton.  Sftor^^stead*" 

The  bankrupt  had  resided  and  carried  on  business  at  to  u?e  pUw^ 
Stockton  until  February  last,  when  he  sold  all  his  effects,  ^^^Vhad  ca^'iii 
and  afterwards  resided  at  various  places,  but  finally  came  <>«»*>»»*>"«■»»€«». 
to  London.     The  number  of  the  Stockton  creditors  was  greater  number 

of  his  creditors 

seven,  and  their  debts  amounted  to  433/. ;  the  London  resided ;  and  it 

afterwards  ap- 

creditors  were  five  in  number,  and  their  debts  amounted  peared  to  ihe 

1  r>^x^i       r«i       1  t'  1  1  «  Court,  that  there 

only  to  2021.    The  largest  creditor,  whose  debt  was  was  reason  to 
1400/.,  lived  at  Bristol;  the  petitioning  creditor  was  a  venue  had  been 
farmer  at  Stroud  in  Gloucestershire,  and  he  stated  in  his  Some  wcret^uir! 
affidavit,  that  the  bankrupt  was  indebted  to  him  in  100/.,  ^^;aod^^^^^^ 
on  a  promissory  note  nearly  two  years  old,  but  did  not  cred?u)f*was"^ 
state  the  consideration  for  which  the  note  was  given.    It  f?"y^*°J5  "^^^^ 

^  the  bankrupt  to 

appeared,  that  shortly  before  the  fiat  issued  the  bankrupt  accomplish  this 
had  given  in  a  list  of  his  debts,  with  a  view  to  a  compro-  London  fiat  was 

annulled,  and  a 

mise  with  his  creditors,  but  that  this  debt  of  the  petition-  country  fiat  di- 
rected to  issue. 
ing  creditor  was  not  included  in  such  list.     On  the  26th 

May  last,  an  application  was  made  to  this  Court  for  a 

special  Order  that  the  fiat  might  be  issued  to  a  London 

Commissioner,  instead  of  being  directed  to  Stockton,  on 

the  ground  that  the  bankrupt  had  sold  off  all  his  effects 

at  that  place  and  had  come  to  live  in  London ;  that  the 

witnesses  to  prove  the  requisites  also  lived  in  London,  as 

well  as  a  large  proportion  of  the  creditors ;  and  that  the 

fiat  would  be  more  conveniently  worked  in   London. 

The  Order  was  accordingly  made  for  a  London  fiat,  in 

VOL.  II.  S 
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1841.        which  the  bankrupt  was  described  as  ''  late  of  Stockton 

^    ^^       in  the  county  of  Durham,  but  now  of  Rotherhithe  in  the 

Miller.       county  of  Surry,  shipbuilder."     But  it  appeared,  that  he 

had  never  himself  carried  on  business  at  Rotherhithe, 

but  was  merely  an  apprentice  there  to  one  Hawkins^  a 

shipbuilder.. 

Mr.  Spence,  and  Mr.  Sturgeon,  in  support  of  the 
petition. 

Mr.  Swanston,  Mr.  Anderdon.  and  Mr.  Stammers^  for 
the  petitioning  creditor.  The  settled  practice  in  bank- 
ruptcy under  the  former  jurisdiction  was,  that  where  the 
matter  was  merely  in  docket,  and  before  a  commission 
issued,  the  Court  would  ascertain,  whether  it  would 
be  more  convenient  to  execute  the  commission  in 
one  place,  or  another.  But  when  a  commission  had 
once  issued,  the  Lord  Chancellor  would  never  entertain 
the  question,  whether  it  would  be  more  convenient,  or 
not,  to  execute  the  commission  at  a  particular  place.  The 
only  ground  for  such  an  application  as  this,  after  the 
Court  has  made  an  Order  for  a  London  fiat,  is,  that  a 
fraud  has  been  practised  upon  the  Court  in  obtaining 
that  Order.  Now,  that  this  is  a  case  of  confessed  bank- 
ruptcy, there  can  be  no  doubt ;  for  none  of  the  requisites 
are  disputed.  Neither  is  it  denied,  that  the  bankrupt 
had  for  some  time  before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  lived  in 
London,  and  that  the  witnesses  to  prove  the  requisites 
also  resided  there,  that  the  largest  creditor  resided  at 
Bristol,  and  the  petitioning  creditor  at  Stroud.  Not  one 
of  these  facts  has  been  controverted  by  the  present  peti- 
tioner. It  was  never  stated,  when  the  former  Order  was 
applied  for,  that  the  majority  of  the  creditors  resided  in 
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LoDdon>  but  merely  a  considerable  proportion  of  them.        i84i. 
The  Court  has  always  been  accustomed  to  make  an 


Ex  parte 

Order  for  directing  the  fiat  to  that  place,  where  a  consi-      Miller. 
derable  number  of  the  creditors,  and  the  witnesses  to 
prove  the  requisites,  resided ;  -Er  parte  James  (a),  lie 
Storey  (b),  Ex  parte  Lycott  (c). 

Mr.  Rolt^  for  the  bankrupt,  asked  for  the  costs  of  his 
appearance,  as  he  had  been  served  with  the  petition. 

Mr.  Spence,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Sir  John  Cross. — ^This  petition  is  one  of  no  ordinary 
kind ;  praying,  as  it  does,  to  rescind  an  Order,  which 
the  Court  was  induced  to  make  for  changing  the  venue 
of  this  fiat  to  a  considerable  distance — no  less  than  250 
miles  firom  the  place  where  the  bankrupt  carried  on  his 
business,  and  where  the  great  bulk  of  his  creditors  re- 
side. That  Order  would  certainly  not  have  been  made, 
if  the  Court  had  not  been  ignorant  of  the  real  facts  of  the 
case.  When  the  former  application  was  made,  the  im- 
pression on  my  mind  was,  that  the  circumstance  of  the 
bankrupt  having  sold  ofi*  all  his  effects  at  Stockton  ren- 
dered it  probable  that  he  was  about  to  abscond  from  this 
country,  and  that  the  most  effectual  mode  to  recover  any 
property  for  the  creditors  was  to  issue  the  fiat  to  London, 
where  the  bankrupt  was  then  to  be  found,  as  a  festinum 
remedium.  After  the  bankrupt  went  away  from  Stockton, 
the  next  that  we  hear  of  him  is  his  being  seen  in  London 
in  company  with  the  petitioning  creditor,  who  is  a  farmer 
at  Stroud.     What  brought  them  together  so  far  from 

(a)  ModU  &  C.  349  ;  4  Deac.  91.  (6)  Mont.  &  C.  362. 

(e)  Id.  642  ',  4  Deac«  272. 

S2 
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1841.  their  respective  places  of  residence  does  not  appear. 
^^^  Now,  although  the  law  permits  the  petitioning  creditor 
MiLLBR.  and  the  bankrupt  to  collude  in  suing  out  a  fiat,  it  does 
not  allow  them  to  collude  in  the  commission  of  the  act  of 
bankruptcy.  Let  us  look  at  the  evidence  in  this  case. 
It  is  charged  against  the  petitioning  creditor,  that  the  fiat 
was  sued  out  by  him  to  serve  the  purposes  of  the  bank- 
rupt, and  this  is  no  where  denied  by  the  petitioning  cre- 
ditor. It  has  been  stated,  that  the  bankrupt  left  Stockton 
for  the  purpose  of  coming  to  reside  in  London ;  but  there 
is  no  evidence  that  he  did  actually  reside  there.  I  wished 
to  retain  the  fiat  in  London,  if  I  could  do  so  with  any 
propriety,  and  for  that  purpose  I  looked  at  the  proceed- 
ings, where  I  find  the  witness  to  prove  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy states^  that  the  bankrupt  left  Stockton  in  February 
last,  and  never  returned,  but  resided  since  at  various 
other  places;  and  that  shortly  before  his  departure  he 
directed  the  witness  to  deny  him  to  all  persons  who 
called,  the  bankrupt  being  then  deeply  involved  in 
debt;  and  that  the  witness  accordingly  denied  him  to 
every  person  that  called,  although  he  was  at  home  at  the 
time.  Then  I  find  there  is  an  interlineation  in  the  depo- 
sition to  this  effect,  namely,  that  the  solicitor  who  issued 
the  fiat  was  one  of  the  persons  who  called ;  but  who  the 
party  was  that  denied  the  bankrupt,  what  relation  he 
bore  to  the  bankrupt,  or  what  right  he  had  to  deny  him, 
is  not  stated.  Again,  as  to  the  petitioning  creditor's 
debt,  the  deposition  states  that  the  bankrupt  was  in- 
debted to  the  petitioning  creditor  in  just  the  sum  of 
100/.,  on  a  promissory  note  purporting  to  be  given  two 
years  ago.  Now,  it  is  rather  remarkable,  that  when  the 
bankrupt  made  out  a  list  of  his  debts  with  a  view  to  a 
composition  with  his  creditors,  this  note  of  two  years 
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standing  was  not  included  in  the  list.     However,  the        1841. 


whole  case  was  open  to  the  petitioning  creditor  to  prove 
that  he  had  a  bond  fide  debt;  he  comes  all  the  way  from  Millbr. 
Stroud,  for  the  purpose  of  being  examined  by  the  Com- 
missioner on  the  subject,  and  might  then  have  stated  the 
particulars  of  the  consideration  which  he  gave  for  the 
note;  he  does  no  such  thing;  nor  does  he  even  now 
think  proper  to  state  them,  although  challenged  to  do  so* 
He  has  therefore  not  satisfied  my  mind  that  the  debt 
was  in  existence,  when  he  was  endeavouring  to  enter 
into  a  composition  with  his  creditors.  Under  all  these 
circumstances,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  issuing  of  the 
fiat  to  London,  instead  of  Stockton,  was  to  serve  some 
secret  object  of  the  bankrupt ;  and  that  the  safest  course 
for  the  Court  to  pursue  will  be,  to  annul  this  fiat  at  the 
costs  of  the  petitioning  creditor.  With  respect  to  the 
bankrupt,  I  cannot  award  him  to  pay  costs,  nor  can  I 
order  him  to  have  any  ;  for  I  do  not  know  the  fund  from 
which  they  are  to  come. 

Fiat  annulled,  with  costs. 


Ex  parte  Charles  Edwards. — In  the  matter  of 

John  Latham.  ^^U/"" 

Julif  12. 

This   was  the  petition  of  the  public  officer  of  the  ^J'^^'J^J^^f 

Halifax  and   Huddersfield   Union   Banking  Company,  imhebanknipri 

praying  that  the  fiat  might  be  annulled,  on  the  ground  hii  authority,  an 

^       ^  acknowledg- 

of  there  being  no  good  petitioning  creditor *s  debt.  meat  by  the 

T    1         .  ...  ,.  m,  T*    •    bankrupt  to  th6 

It  appeared,  that  the  petitioning  creditors,  Messrs.  R.  &  bolder  of  the 

bill,  after  it  be- 
came due,  that  he  was  responsible  for  the  payment  of  the  bill,  wu  held  not  to  constiiuie 
a  good  peitiioning  creditor's  debt,  so  as  to  enable  the  bolder  to  sustain  a  fiat  against  the 
bankrupt. 


Edwards. 
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1841.  W.  Blackwall  had  considerable  dealings  with  William 
Ex  parte  Latham^  the  bankrupt's  brother,  who  was  a  draper  at  Hali- 
fax ;  and  that  on  the  1st  August  last  William  Latham  was 
indebted  to  them  in  the  sum  of  1000/.  and  upwards,  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered.  Messrs.  Blackwall  having 
applied  to  William  Latham  for  payment  of  this  sum,  he 
told  R.  Blackwall  that  it  was  not  convenient  to  him  to 
pay  then,  but  that  his  brother  John,  the  above  named 
bankrupt,  who  he  stated  was  a  farmer  in  good  circum- 
stances and  entitled  to  property  in  right  of  his  wife, 
would  give  security  for  the  amount.  jR.  ^facAtra// having 
acceded  to  this  proposal,  William  Latham  delivered  to 
him  three  several  bills  of  exchange,  amounting  together 
to  1012/.  2s.  drawn  by  William  Latham  upon,  and  pur- 
porting to  be  accepted  by  the  bankrupt,  and  indorsed 
by  William  Latham  to  Messrs.  Blackwall,  All  these 
bills  were  duly  presented  for  payment  when  due,  but 
were  returned  dishonored.  Messrs.  Blackwall  stated, 
that  when  they  received  the  bills  from  William  Latham^ 
they  fully  believed  them  to  be  the  genuine  acceptances  of 
the  bankrupt  John  Latham.  When  the  first  of  the  bills 
became  due,  Messrs.  Blackwall,  at  the  request  of  Wil- 
liam Latham,  agreed  to  renew  it,  and  on  the  1 1th  Novem- 
ber last  William  Latham  delivered  to  them  a  new  bill 
in  its  stead,  purporting  to  be  accepted  by  John  Latham 
for  the  sum  of  417/.  6s.,  and  payable  two  months  afler 
date ;  Messrs.  Blackwall  supposing  this  renewed  bill  to 
be  also  the  genuine  acceptance  of  the  bankrupt.  This 
last  mentioned  bill  was  also  dishonored,  when  due. 
Messrs.  Blackwall  stated,  that,  having  heard  on  the 
18th  January  that  WiUiam  Latham  was  in  custody  in 
London  on  a  charge  of  forgery,  they  became  uneasy  as 
to  the  genuineness  of  the  above  acceptances,  and  on  the 
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same  day  wrote  to  the  bankrupt  to  request  the  payment  1841. 
of  an  acceptance  for  300/.  then  over  due,  and  the  renewed  j.^  ^ 
acceptance  for  417Z.  6s.  then  just  dishonored.  Having  Edward*. 
received  no  answer  to  this  application^  Messrs.  Black- 
wall,  on  the  25th  January,  sent  a  clerk  to  the  bankrupt's 
residence  to  see  him  personally,  when  he  admitted 
that  the  acceptances  of  the  three  bills  were  not  his 
handwriting,  but  that  he  was  aware  of  their  having  been 
given  by  his  brother  William,  who  had  full  authority 
to  sign  his  name  to  the  acceptances  ;  and  that  he,  John 
Latham,  was  liable  and  would  pay  the  amount;  and  he 
at  the  same  time  signed  and  delivered  the  following 
memorandum: — ''I  hereby  acknowledge  myself  respon- 
sible for  certain  bills  of  exchange  drawn  by  my  brother 
W.  Latham  upon  me,  and  bearing  or  purporting  to  bear 
my  acceptance,  and  paid  by  him  to  W.  &  22.  Blackwall, 
and  also  engage  to  provide  for  and  pay  them,  in  case  my 
brother  should  fail  so  to  do. — As  witness  my  hand  this 
25th  January  1841. — John  Latham."  The  debt  sworn 
to  be  due  to  Messrs.  Blackwall  as  petitioning  creditors, 
on  the  opening  of  the  fiat,  was  upon  the  bill  for  300/.,  pay- 
able at  four  months  afler  date ;  and,  at  the  meeting  for 
the  choice  of  assignees,  they  tendered  the  whole  of  the 
bills  for  proof;  but  the  bankrupt  then  denied  the  validity 
of  the  bills,  and  the  authority  of  William  Latham  to  use 
his  name.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  commis- 
sioners postponed  the  proof,  and  the  choice  of  assignees, 
at  the  request  of  the  petitioners,  until  they  had  taken  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  validity  of  the  debt. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavit  of  the  clerk  of  the  peti- 
tioning creditors,  that  when  he  shewed  the  bankrupt  the 
two  dishonored  bills  on  the  25th  January,  and  named  to 
him  the  one  which  was  then  running  and  in  circulation, 
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1841.        the  bankrupt  at  once  and  without  the  least  hesitation^  said, 

JT'^^^        that  he  knew  that  Messrs.  Blackwall  held  the  bills,  and 
Ex  parte 

Edwabds.  that  they  were  all  right,  and  were  accepted  by  William 
Latham  in  the  name  of  him,  John  Latham,  by  his  consent 
and  authority,  and  that  he,  John  Latham,  was  liable  to 
pay  the  bills  ;  that  John  Latham  thereupon,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  clerk,  signed  the  above  memorandum,  which 
was  prepared  by  the  clerk ;  that  the  statement  of  John 
Latham  was  perfectly  free  and  voluntary,  without  any 
threat  or  intimidation  or  inducement  of  any  kind  what- 
ever being  used  by  the  clerk ;  and  that  John  Latham 
at  the  same  interview  stated,  that  his  brother  William 
Latham  had  authority  from  him  to  use  his  name  to  other 
parties  besides  Messrs.  Blackwall,  and  had  frequently  so 
used  it.  In  addition  to  this  affidavit,  the  bankrupt's  sister 
stated,  that  the  bankrupt  John  Latham,  had  on  some 
occasions  for  some  years  past  authorized  and  permitted 
William  Latham  to  accept  bills  of  exchange  in  the  name 
of  him,  the  said  John  Latham,  and  to  use  and  sign 
his  name  for  that  purpose ;  and  that  on  the  19th  Janu- 
ary John  Latham  stated  to  the  deponent,  that  William 
Latham  had  his  authority  for  signing  his  name  to  the 
acceptances  in  favour  of  Messrs.  Blachwall,  and  that  he 
would  acknowledge  the  same  when  at  maturity. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Rogers,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  Notwithstanding  the  statement  in  the  affidavit 
made  on  behalf  of  the  petitioning  creditors,  we  submit, 
that  the  bill  of  exchange  for  300/.,  on  which  the  peti- 
tioning creditor's  debt  is  founded,  is  clearly  a  forgery. 
After  the  bill  became  due  and  was  dishonored,  then,  and 
not  till  then,  was  any  authority  given  by  the  bankrupt  to 
William  Latham  to  accept  bills  in  his  name ;  and  the 
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acknowledgment  then  given  by  the  bankrupt  of  his  own  ^S'^l* 
liability  to  pay  these  bills  was  merely  made  by  him,  with  £,  p^rte 
a  view  to  skreen  his  brother  from  the  charge  of  forging 
them.  It  appears^  that  the  memorandum  which  con- 
tained this  acknowledgment  was  prepared  by  the  clerk 
of  the  petitioning  creditors,  and  was  signed  by  the  bank- 
rupt at  the  request  of  the  clerk.  We  submit,  that  this 
acknowledgment  is  not  binding  on  the  bankrupt,  for 
several  reasons;  first,  because  it  is  an  undertaking  to 
pay  the  debt  of  another,  without  any  consideration  being 
stated  in  the  agreement,  according  to  the  requisition  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  secondly,  because  no  subsequent 
recognition  can  give  validity  to  a  forged  instrument ;  and 
thirdly,  because  the  acknowledgment  itself  amounts  to 
nothing  more  nor  less  than  the  compounding  of  a  felony. 
With  respect  to  the  first  point,  the  case  of  James  v. 
TFi//uii?w(a),  which  is  the  last  on  this  subject,  is  decisive. 
It  was  there  held,  that  in  an  agreement  in  writing  to  pay 
the  debt  of  another,  the  consideration  must  be  either 
stated  in  express  words,  or  be  implied  with  certainty  from 
the  terms  used.  A  letter,  therefore,  from  the  defendant 
to  the  plantiff  in  the  following  words :  ''  As  you  have  a 
claim  on  my  brother  for  5/.  Vis.  for  boots  and  shoes,  I 
hereby  undertake  to  pay  you  the  amount  within  six  weeks 
from  this  day/'  was  held  not  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.  Now,  there  is  no  consideration  whatever  stated 
in  the  acknowledgment  given  by  the  bankrupt;  it  is 
merely  an  admission  of  his  responsibility  for  certain  bills 
drawn  by  his  brother,  and  an  engagement  to  provide  for 
and  pay  them,  in  case  his  brother  should  fail  to  do  so. 
It  does  not  amount  to  an  absolute  recognition  of  his 
liability  as  acceptor,  but  only  an  agreement  to  become 
surety  for  his  brother. 

(a)  5B.  &  Ad.  1109. 
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1841.  But^  even  taking  the  acknowledgment  to  be  an  abso- 

^T^^^  lute  recognition  of  the  bankrupt's  liability  as  acceptor  of 
Edwards,  the  bills,  then  we  contend,  secondly,  that  no  subsequent 
recognition  by  him  of  such  liability  can  give  validity  to  an 
instrument,  which  was  in  its  concoction  a  forgery.  This 
principle  is  plainly  deducible  from  the  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  in  Esdaile  v.  La  Nauze  (a) ;  where 
a  bill  had  been  obtained  and  indorsed  by  an  agent,  in 
the  name  of  his  principal,  for  fraudulent  purposes ;  and 
the  Court  not  only  held,  that  no  title  was  conferred  by 
such  indorsement  even  to  a  bona  fide  transferree,  and 
that  the  bill  must  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  but 
that  a  second  indorsement,  obtained  by  the  holder  from 
the  principal  after  the  bill  was  due,  gave  the  holder  no 
title.  So,  in  the  present  case,  the  acknowledgment  of 
the  bankrupt,  being  given  afler  the  bill  became  due, 
could  give  no  validity  to  an  instrument,  which  was 
invalid  in  its  inception  and  continued  so  until  it  arrived 
at  maturity. 

Thirdly,  the  whole  transaction  between  the  bank- 
rupt and  the  petitioner  was  nothing  less  than  com- 
pounding a  felony.  It  is  quite  clear,  even  from  the  state- 
ments in  the  affidavits  made  on  behalf  of  the  petitioning 
creditors,  that  the  acknowledgment  was  given  by  the 
bankrupt,  to  induce  Messrs.  Blackwall  to  forbear  a  pro- 
secution for  forgery  against  bis  brother.  And,  in  addition 
to  this  unavoidable  inference  from  the  petitioning  credi- 
tor's own  statement  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  John  Latham^ 
the  bankrupt,  refuses  to  make  any  affidavit ;  from  which 
refusal  only  one  conclusion  can  be  drawn,  namely,  that 
any  true  statement  of  the  facts  would  endanger  the  safety 
of  his  brother.  The  petitioner  is  willing  to  sue  out  a 
new  fiat,  if  the  present  one  is  annulled ;  and  he  has  sworn 

(a)  1  Youoge,  394. 
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that  his  debt  is  not  anterior  to  that  of  the  petitioning        18^1 
creditors. 


Ei  parte 
Edwabds. 


Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  K.  Parker,  for  the  petitioning 
creditors.  It  cannot  be  collected  from  the  evidence  in 
the  case,  that  the  bankrupt's  acceptance  of  these  bills  was 
a  forgery.  The  clerk  of  the  petitioning  creditors  swears 
expressly,  that  when  he  called  on  the  bankrupt  respecting 
the  payment  of  the  bills  on  the  ^th  January,  the  bank- 
rupt without  any  hesitation  said,  that  he  was  aware  of 
his  brother  having  accepted  the  bills  in  his  name,  and 
that  his  brother  had  authority  from  him  to  do  so.  The 
bankrupt's  sister  also  in  her  affidavit  states,  that  for  some 
years  past  William  Latham  was  in  the  habit  of  accepting 
bills  by  the  authority  of  the  bankrupt,  John  Latham. 
We  therefore  contend  for  the  validity  of  the  acceptance, 
not  by  virtue  of  a  subsequent  recognition,  but  of  an 
antecedent  authority.  The  case  cited  from  the  Exche- 
quer (a)  does  not  apply;  for  there  the  question  was,  that 
where  an  agent  had  indorsed  bills  under  the  authority 
of  a  power  of  attorney,  the  general  words  of  which  were 
held  not  to  give  a  power  to  the  agent  to  indorse  bills,  a 
subsequent  recognition  by  the  principal  did  not  make  the 
indorsement  good.  But  here  the  evidence  is,  that  Wil- 
liam Latham  had  authority  to  accept  the  bills  in  the 
name  of  his  brother,  John  Latham, 

Mr.  Anderdon,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court 

Sir  John  Cross. — The  petitioning  creditors  in  this 
case  undertook  to  prove,  when  they  sued  out  the  fiat, 
that  the  bills  in  question  were  either  accepted  by  the 
bankrupt  himself,  or  by  his  authority.     It  is  admitted, 

(a)  EidaiU  v.  La  Nauzi,  1  Youoge,  394. 
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1841.  that  they  were  not  accepted  by  the  bankrupt  himself; 
J^''^  but  it  has  been  contended  that  they  were  accepted  by  his 
Edwards,  authority.  The  only  question  is,  therefore,  whether  the 
alleged  authority  was  antecedent  to  the  acceptance  of 
the  bills;  because  no  subsequent  acknowledgment  of  an 
acceptance,  which  was  a  forgery  in  the  first  instance, 
can  render  the  acceptance  binding  in  law.  The  respon- 
dents have  not  produced  the  bill  for  300/.,  on  which  the 
petitioning  creditor's  debt  is  founded ;  nor  does  it  appear 
when  the  bill  was  presented  for  payment,  or  how  it  came 
to  be  dishonoured;  and  as  to  what  was  done  by  the 
holders  of  the  bill  as  soon  as  it  became  dishonoured,  we 
are  left  quite  in  the  dark.  It  is  stated  in  the  affidavit  of 
one  of  the  respondents,  that  when  they  applied  to  William 
Latham  for  the  payment  of  their  debt,  he  told  them  that 
his  brother  John  would  give  security  for  the  amount. 
Now  it  seems  to  me  not  very  prudent  conduct  on  the 
part  of  a  creditor,  to  whom  his  debtor  delivers  the  accept- 
ance of  a  third  person  as  surety  for  the  debt,  not  to  have 
some  personal  communication  with  the  surety,  and  to 
satisfy  himself  that  the  surety  was  willing  to  be  bound 
for  the  debt  of  the  principal.  When  Messrs.  Blachwall 
sent  their  clerk  to  John  Latham  to  make  some  arrange- 
ment as  to  the  payment  of  the  bills,  they  knew  that 
William  Latham  was  in  custody  on  a  charge  of  forgery ; 
and  that  was  the  circumstance,  which  (as  Mr.  JR.  Black- 
wall  in  his  afiidavit  says,)  made  him  and  his  brother 
uneasy  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the  acceptances.  John 
Latham  was  also  aware  of  that  fact ;  and,  although  no 
threats  may  have  been  used  to  him  by  Messrs.  Blachwall 
or  their  clerk,  there  is  no  doubt  but  that  his  knowledge 
of  the  danger  in  which  his  brother  was  placed  induced 
him  to  make  himself  responsible  for  the  payment  of  the 


Edwards. 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  24© 

bills.  The  statement  of  the  clerk,  that  John  Latham  ^^^l- 
verbally  acknowledged  that  his  brother  had  accepted  the  yjl  parte 
bills  by  his  authority,  is  altogether  at  variance  with  the 
written  acknowledgment,  which  was  prepared  by  the 
clerk,  and  signed  by  John  Latham  at  the  clerk*s  request, 
and  the  terms  of  which  clearly  indicate  an  adopted  re- 
sponsibility. It  is,  in  fact,  just  such  an  undertaking  as  a 
man  would  sign,  who  had  given  no  previous  authority. 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  no  authority  was  given  by  John 
Latham  to  his  brother  to  accept  the  bills  previous  to  the 
default  in  the  payment  of  them,  and  the  discovery  of 
the  criminal  charge  under  which  his  brother  was  then 
labouring;  and,  therefore,  that  the  bills  were  not  duly 
accepted.  There  is  consequently  no  good  petitioning 
creditor's  debt  to  sustain  this  fiat,  which  must  be  annulled 
at  the  costs  of  the  party  who  sued  it  out. 

Fiat  annulled,  with  costs. 


Ex  parte  Francis  Woodward.— In  the  matter  of  James    serjmntt  inn 

Hardy  ^*"' 

"ARDY.  j^,y  ,4^ 

This  was  the  petition  of  a  solicitor  for  the  payment  of  ^r^'^uadid'a 
the  petitioning  creditor's  bill  up  to  the  choice  of  assignees,  J^^  ^^  •^^  °"* 
and  also  for  the  payment  of  extra  costs  incurred  previous  /!^Jo°^jJ*j|f/'*J'; 

to  such  choice.  ^^^  chosen 

asiignee.)  upon 

The  petitioner  stated,  that  he  was  employed  by  the  &n  invalid  act 

of  bankruptcy, 

petitioning  creditor,  who  was  afterwards  chosen  assignee,  which  was  con- 

,  .         , -  .  ,      -,       certed  between 

to  act  as  his  solicitor  in  issuing  and  prosecuting  the  nat  the  solicitor  and 
up  to  the  choice  of  assignees;  and  that  the  petitioner's  and  there  did  not 

appear  any 
other  act  of  twokraptcy  to  support  the  6at ;  the  Conrt  refused  to  make  an  order  on  the  assignee 
to  pay  tlie  tolicitor't  bill  of  coats  up  to  the  choice  of  assignees. 
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1841.  bill  of  costs  for  business  done  up  to  such  choice  was 
Ex  parte  t^^^ed  by  the  Commissioners  at  the  sum  of  50/.  Ss.  9d. 
Woodward.  That  at  the  time  of  suing  out  the  fiat,  there  were  certain 
actions  at  law  pending  against  the  bankrupt  for  the 
recovery  of  large  sums  of  money,  in  which  the  plaintiffs 
were  in  a  situation  to  act  upon  their  judgments  against 
the  estate  and  efiects  of  the  bankrupt.  That,  in  order 
to  protect  the  estate,  it  became  necessary  for  the  petitioner 
to  take  certain  proceedings,  as  solicitor  for  the  petitioning 
creditor,  and  which  were  continued  for  him  afterwards  in 
his  character  of  assignee,  though  to  a  trifling  extent. 
That  in  the  course  of  such  proceedings,  certain  charges, 
fees  and  disbursements  were  necessarily  incurred,  prior 
to  the  choice  of  assignees,  to  the  amount  of  552. 17^.  &/., 
which  sum  was  not  included  in  the  taxed  bill  of  costs, 
although  the  greater  part  thereof  was  incurred  prior  to 
such  taxation ;  but  that  at  a  meeting  of  the  bankrupt's 
crditors  it  was  agreed  by  a  third  part  in  value  of  all  the 
creditors,  to  allow  the  assignee  to  pay  such  extra  costs. 
That  the  petitioner  applied  to  the  Commissioners  at 
the  audit  meeting  to  tax  his  bill  for  extra  costs,  which 
they  refused  to  do,  on  the  ground  that  the  allowance  of 
such  costs  was  a  matter  for  the  creditors,  and  not  for  the 
Commissioners. 

The  petitioner  then  alleged,  that  the  assignee  had 
received  various  sums  of  money,  which  were  more  than 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  petitioner's  claims  upon  him  for 
the  costs  up  to  the  choice  of  assignees,  including  such 
extra  costs ;  and  that  the  petitioner  had  shown  to  the 
assignee  the  taxation  of  the  first  mentioned  bill  of  costs, 
and  had  also  delivered  to  him  copies  of  both  bills  of 
costs,  signed  by  the  petitioner  as  required  by  the  statute, 
and  then  demanded  the  amount  thereof;  which  the  as- 
signee had  neglected  and  refused  to  pay. 


\ 
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In  answer  to  the  allegations  contained  in  the  petitioni        lS4tl. 
the  assigeee  stated  in  his  affidavit^  that  it  was  at  the  in-       ^^    ^ 
stigation  and  earnest  request  of  the  petitioner^  that  he,  the    Woodwaed. 
assignee,  became  the  petitioning  creditor  and  assignee  un- 
der the  fiat ;  that  the  bill  of  costs  amounting  to  56/.  I7s. 
8d.  was  not  just  or  reasonable,  several  of  the  charges 
in  it  relating  to  summoning  the   Commissioners  and 
instructing  the  messenger  under  the  fiat,  and  to  attend- 
ances on  the  bankrupt  and  other  persons  for  the  pur- 
pose of  superseding  the  fiat ;  and  that  the  petitioner,  on 
the  Slst  April  last,  commenced  an  action  against  the 
assignee  in  the  Court  of  Queer's  Bench  for  the  recovery 
of  the  sum  of  629/.  4^.,  in  which  sum  the  assignee  believed 
the  amount  of  such  bill  of  costs  was  included 

The  assignee  then  stated,  that  he  had  received  the 
sum  of  500/.  under  the  fiat,  which  he  had  paid  away  to 
satisfy  the  lien  of  an  equitable  mortgagee,  and  in  order 
to  obtain  the  title  deeds  of  an  estate  belonging  to  the 
bankrupt,  which  he  the  assignee  had  contracted  to  sell. 
That  the  purchaser  refused  to  complete  the  contract,  on 
the  ground  that  the  assignee  could  not  make  a  good  title 
to  the  property,  alleging  that  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was 
void,  as  being  concerted  between  the  bankrupt  and  the 
petitioner.  That  he  had  received  106/.  for  deposits  in 
part  of  the  purchase  money  of  other  portions  of  the 
bankrupt's  estate,  but  that  none  of  such  purchases  had 
been  completed,  some  of  the  purchasers  threatening  to 
file  bills  for  specific  performance  against  the  assignee, 
and  others  threatening  to  bring  actions  for  the  recovery 
of  their  deposit  money.  That  the  assignee,  by  the  advice 
of  the  petitioner,  distrained  on  some  of  the  bankrupt's 
tenants  for  sums  due  for  rent,  amounting  to  13/.  75.,  one 
of  which  tenants  had  since  brought  an  action  against  the 
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1841.  assignee^  to  try  the  validity  of  the  distress  and  of  the  flat; 
El  parte  ^^^  ^"^^  ^^^  asssignee  was  fearful  that  the  other  tenants 
Woodward,  mjght  bring  Other  actions  against  him,  in  the  same  man- 
ner. That,  with  the  exception  of  this  sum,  the  bankrupt 
hadj  ever  since  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  received  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  whole  of  his  property,  and  contested 
the  right  of  the  assignee  to  the  same ;  that  he  had  paid 
to  the  petitioner  the  sum  of  20/.  for  half  a  year's  inte- 
resty  due  on  mortgage  to  the  petitioner's  brother,  for 
which  the  petitioner  gave  a  receipt;  and  that  the  assig- 
nee had  paid  out  of  his  own  purse,  in  respect  of  the 
bankruptcy,  the  sum  of  150/.,  no  part  of  which  he  had 
received  out  of  the  bankrupt's  estate. 

This  afiidavit  of  the  assignee  was  confirmed  by  those 
of  two  other  deponents,  as  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy 
being  concerted  between  the  petitioner  and  the  bankrupt; 
which  they  stated  was  done  in  the  following  way: — 
The  solicitor,  the  bankrupt.  Spittle  the  assignee,  and 
Cliff  a  creditor  of  the  bankrupt,  being  all  assembled  at 
the  bankrupt's  house  after  ten  o'clock  at  night  on  the 
24th  December  1839,  the  solicitor  entreated  Cliff  to  sue 
out  a  fiat  against  the  bankrupt  as  petitioning  creditor,  in 
order  to  avoid  an  execution  which   had   been  levied 
against  the  bankrupt's  effects  by  a  creditor  at  Birming- 
ham.   C/i/f  refused;  upon  which  the  solicitor  persuaded 
Spittle  to  become  petitioning  creditor.     The  solicitor 
then  requested  the  bankrupt  to  withdraw  from  the  room ; 
and  the  solicitor  and  Cliff  also  withdrew  a  short  distance 
from  the  house.     The  solicitor  then  requested  Cliff  to 
wait  a  few  minutes,  till  he  instructed  the  bankrupt's  ser- 
vant.    He  then  told  Cliff  to  go  to  the  door  of  the  bank* 
rupt's  house,  and  inquire  if  he  was  within,  and  say  that 
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be  had  called  for  some  money,  adding,  that  the  servant  1841. 
would  deny  him,  and  that  would  be  all  be  would  have  g^^  ^^a 
to  do.  Cliff  acted  according  to  the  solicitor's  instruc-  Woodward. 
tionsj  and  the  bankrupt's  servant  said  that  he  was  not 
at  home;  upon  which  the  solicitor  came  up  and  said 
**  well,  that  is  all  right."  They  then  went  in  again  to 
the  bankrupt's  house^  and  the  bankrupt  was  called  in 
from  the  garden,  and  rejoined  them,  when  the  solicitor 
said,  ''  It  is  all  right  now,  we  shall  soon  put  the  Bir- 
mingham gentlemen  to  rights,  and  their  execution  too." 
The  petitioner,  in  an  affidavit  made  by  him  in  reply, 
as  to  the  alleged  invalidity  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy, 
swore  that,  previously  to  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  he  con- 
sulted Mr.  Duncan  Stewart's  Treatise  on  Bankruptcy, 
in  which  it  is  laid  down,  that,  since  the  passing  of  the 
Bankruptcy  Court  Act,  an  act  of  bankruptcy  may  be 
legally  concerted,  and  that  he  acted  upon  this  doctrine 
m  the  advice  he  gave  to  the  petitioning  creditor  to  issue 
Uie  fiat.  And  he  fiirther  deposed,  that  it  was  the  general 
understanding  of  the  solicitors  in  the  county  of  Stafford, 
that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  may  be  concerted. 

Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  K.  Parker,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  The  question  is,  whether  the  assignee  has  not 
^ufiicient  funds  in  his  hands  to  satisfy  these  two  demands 
of  the  petitioner.  The  defence  set  up  by  the  assignee, 
that  the  fiat  is  invalid  and  the  act  of  bankruptcy  con- 
certed, is  not  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  claim  of  the 
petitioner.  With  respect  to  the  sum  of  55/.  175.  8^., 
the  amount  of  the  extra  costs,  we  do  not  contend  that 
the  resolution  of  the  creditors  at  the  meeting  held  for 
that  purpose  will  absolutely  bind  the  estate ;  but  it  will 

VOL.  II.  T 
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1841.        at  least  lay  a  foundation  for  the  Court  saying  that  those 
costs  ought  to  be  paid. 


£z  parte 

WoODWARDi 


Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  assignee.  With  respect  to  the 
petitioning  creditor's  bill  of  costs  up  to  the  choice  of 
assignees,  the  solicitor  would  no  doubt  have  a  right  to 
an  inquiry,  whether  the  assignee  had  not  got  in  sufficient 
assets  to  pay  the  amount  of  that  bill;  if  the  petitioner 
had  not,  by  his  own  conduct,  excluded  himself  from  any 
right  to  the  equitable  interference  of  this  Court.  In 
regard  to  the  other  bill,  the  Commissioners  refused  to 
tax  it,  as  it  was  a  matter  entirely  for  the  consideration 
of  the  creditors.  It  is  alleged  in  the  petition,  that  at  a 
meeting  held  for  this  purpose,  it  was  agreed  by  a  third 
part  in  value  of  all  the  creditors,  that  the  assignee  should 
pay  the  amount  of  these  extra  costs.  But  at  this  meet- 
ing only  three  persons  were  present;  their  concurrence, 
therefore,  can  never  be  said  to  bind  the  estate.  The 
real  ground  for  opposing  the  petition  is,  that  the  solicitor 
is  not  entitled  to  any  consideration  from  this  Court. 
By  his  improper  conduct,  or,  at  any  rate,  by  his  igno- 
rance of  the  law,  he  has  brought  the  assignee  not  only 
into  peril,  but  into  great  actual  loss.  That  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  was  concocted  between  the  solicitor  and  the 
bankrupt,  there  can  be  no  doubt;  it  is  satisfactorily 
proved  by  three  witnesses,  whose  testimony  remains  un- 
shaken, and  consequently  renders  the  validity  of  the  fiat 
impeachable  by  any  party  who  thinks  proper  to  dispute 
it.  The  assignee  is  already  labouring  under  an  action 
at  law  and  a  suit  in  equity,  which  have  been  brought  for 
that  purpose,  and  is  threatened  with  others.  Moreover, 
the  petitioner  has  brought  an  action  at  law  against  the 
assignee,  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  very  demand 
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which  is  the  subject  of  the  present  petition.     But  even        1841. 
if  the  petitioner  had  any  equity  to  entitle  himself  to  the       "^^^^^ 
indulgence  of  the  Court,  in  directing  an  inquiry  against    Wooowabd. 
the  assignee,  the  assignee  expressly  swears  that  he  has 
paid  1502.  out  of  his  own  pocket;  so  that  he  has  dis- 
charged himself  from  any  claim  in  regard  to  assets.    It 
is  enough,  however,  to  show  on  the  present  occasion,  that 
the  petitioner  is  not  entitled,  in  equity  and  conscience,  to 
the  Order  of  this  Court,  but  ought  to  be  left  to  his  action 
at  law,  with  which  he  has  already  thought  fit  to  harass 
the  assignee. 

Mr.  Swanston,  in  reply.  The  action  at  law,  which 
has  been  alluded  to,  is  to  recover  the  sum  of  6002., 
which  includes  other  demands  besides  those  which  form 
the  subject  of  the  present  petition ;  but,  if  the  Court  will 
give  us  the  Order  we  seek  on  this  petition,  we  will  un- 
dertake that  the  amount  of  the  present  demand  shall  be 
withdrawn  from  that  action.  Then,  in  regard  to  the 
alleged  invalidity  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy, — the  assignee 
was  a  party  to  the  whole  transaction,  and  concurred  in 
the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  is  therefore  not  justified  on 
this  ground  in  disputing  the  claim  of  the  solicitor  for  the 
payment  of  his  bill,  which  is  not  a  mere  matter  of  equity, 
but  of  strict  legal  right.  The  validity  of  the  fiat  does 
not  depend  upon  the  act  of  bankruptcy  appearing  on  the 
proceedings,  but  evidence  may  be  given  of  any  other  act 
of  bankruptcy.  The  question  is  here,  as  to  the  conduct 
of  the  solicitor — not  the  validity  of  the  fiat,  as  on  a  peti- 
tion to  annul,  when  that  point  is  put  in  issue.  The 
solicitor  has  been  guilty  of  no  improper  conduct;  he 
swears  that  he  was  misled  by  a  treatise  of  bankruptcy, 
in  which  it  is  laid  down  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  since 
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1841.  the  passing  of  the  Bankruptcy  Court  Act,  may  be  law- 
Ex  arte  ^^^'^  concerted  by  the  bankrupt;  which  he  alleges  is  the 
Woodward,  general  understanding  of  the  solicitors  in  Staffordshire,  to 
which  county  this  fiat  was  issued.  There  is  nothing,  also, 
to  show  that  the  fiat  may  not  be  maintained  upon  another 
act  of  bankruptcy.  But  even  if  it  could  not,  the  solicitor 
is  not  to  be  mulcted  of  his  costs,  because  he  was  led 
astray  by  a  legal  treatise,  which  is  in  great  repute  in  that 
part  of  the  country;  be  has  been  guilty  of  nothing  wor- 
thy of  moral  reproach,  and  therefore  ought  not  to  be 
stigmatized  for  a  mere  error  in  judgment.  The  question 
for  the  Court  to  determine  is,  whether  a  practitioner,  so 
circumstanced,  is  to  be  deprived  of  his  right  to  compen- 
sation for  business  done,  wh^n  he  would  otherwise  be 
entitled  as  a  matter  of  course  to  the  common  Order. 

Sir  John  Cross. — ^This  is  an  application  by  a  solicitor 
for  an  Order  of  the  Court,  to  compel  an  assignee  to  pay 
to  him  the  amount  of  his  bill  of  costs  up  to  the  choice 
of  assignees,  and  also  the  amount  of  another  bill,  for 
other  business  done  by  him  in  the  service  of  the  assignee. 
On  the  part  of  the  assignee,  this  demand  is  resisted,  on 
the  ground  that  the  solicitor  has  been  a  party  to  a  con- 
certed act  of  bankruptcy,  and  has  thereby  rendered  the 
fiat  invalid.  Now  I  would  not  have  it  understood  for  a 
moment,  that,  when  a  solicitor  is  employed  to  sue  out 
a  fiat,  and  he  afterwards  calls  upon  the  assignee  for  the 
amount  of  his  bill  of  costs,  the  assignee  should  take  the 
solicitor  by  surprise,  and  endeavour  to  defeat  his  claim 
by  repudiating  the  fiat  But,  in  the  present  case,  nothing 
has  been  done  by  surprise;  it  is  admitted  by  the  solicitor, 
that  an  absurd  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been  concerted 
with  the  bankrupt,  under  the  advice  of  the  solicitor  him- 
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self,  and  that  in  consequence  of  this  ridiculous  proceed-  1841. 
ing,  a  worthless  fiat  was  built  upon  a  bed  of  sand.  J^'^ 
The  assignee  has  recovered  nothing  under  it,  and  is  un-  Woodward. 
able  to  pay  the  solicitor  out  of  the  estate,  as  he  cannot 
get  in  the  effects,  and  no  funds  have  accrued.  This 
might  have  been  no  defence  against  the  claim  of  a  soli- 
citor, who  was  employed  by  a  party  to  sue  out  a  fiat, 
and  was  a  stranger  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy :  but  here 
the  evidence  clearly  shows  the  gross  conduct  of  the 
solicitor,  as  a  prominent  party  in  contriving  this  act  of 
bankruptcy,  for  the  purpose  of  issuing  a  fiat.  He  first 
earnestly  entreated  Cliff  to  be  petitioning  creditor,  and 
upon  his  declining,  then  persuaded  the  assignee  to  be- 
come such.  It  has  been  alleged  that  the  fiat  may  be 
supported  upon  another  act  of  bankruptcy ;  but  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  another  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been 
committed  by  the  bankrupt ;  and  the  Court  cannot  take 
notice  of  any  other  act  of  bankruptcy,  which  does  not 
appear  on  afiidavit.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  that,  this 
invalid  fiat  having  been  manufactured  by  the  solicitor,  he 
is  not  entitled  to  the  Order  of  this  Court  for  the  payment 
of  his  costs  of  issuing  it,  but  must  be  left  to  his  remedy 
at  law. 

Petition  dismissed,  with  costs. 


»       1  4.  -TV  -I  -r*  SerJeanU^  Inn 

In  the  matter  of  Daintry  and  Kyle. Hail, 

July  15. 

Mr.  Anderdon  applied  for  an  order  that  the  separate  "^^  Court  will 

*  *^  *  not  order  the 

creditors  of  the  bankrupt  Ryle  might  be  permitted  to  •ppoiniraem  of 

aD  inspector  of 

appoint  an  inspector  to  watch  over  the  interests  of  his  the  separate 

estate  of  ooe  of 

separate  estate.     The  assignees  had  not  yet  been  chosen;  the  baDkmpts, 

I  1  11         *      ,     .   "  1  1      .      .      11      1  1    before  the  choice 

but,  as  they  would  no  doubt  be  elected  pnncipally  through  of  assigiiees. 
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1841. 

Id  the  matter 
of  Daintiiy 
and  Ryls. 


the  influence  of  the  joint  creditors,  and  as  the  separate 
estate  of  Ryk  was  considerable,  the  immediate  appoint- 
ment of  an  inspector  would  prove  beneficial  to  the  in- 
terests of  the  separate  creditors. 


Sir  John  Cross. — I  never  heard  of  such  an  application 
before  the  choice  of  assignees.  It  will  be  time  enough 
to  consider,  after  assignees  are  chosen,  whether  the 
interests  of  the  separate  creditors  render  it  expedient  that 
an  inspector  should  be  appointed. 


Aaxiliary  fiat 
granted  for  the 
proof  of  debs. 


Mr.  Anderdon  then  in  the  same  matter  applied  for  an 
auxiliary  fiat  to  be  directed  to  Macclesfield,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  receiving  the  proof  of  various  small  debts.  The 
bankrupts  were  bankers  at  Manchester,  and  they  had  cir- 
culated 5Z.  notes  to  the  amount  of  17,000/.  at  Macclesfield, 
and  in  the  immediate  neighbourhood.  These  notes  were 
dispersed  among  the  several  inhabitants  of  that  district, 
and  were  in  the  hands  of  various  small  shopkeepers, 
who  found  it  inconvenient  to  go  so  far  as  Manchester 
where  the  fiat  was  worked,  to  prove  for  so  small  a  sura. 
The  consequence  was,  that  several  persons  were  buying 
up  these  notes,  with  an  intent  to  set  off  the  amount 
against  their  own  debts  to  the  bankrupts.  It  was  there- 
fore proposed  to  prevent  this  detriment  to  the  estate,  by 
having  an  auxiliary  fiat,  which  would  facilitate  the  proof 
of  these  notes  by  the  several  holders  of  them.  He  re- 
ferred to  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Poland  {a),  where  an 
auxiliary  fiat  was  granted  for  the  purpose  of  examining 
witnesses,  who  lived  at  a  distance  from  the  place  where 
the  fiat  was  worked. 


(a)  1  Mont.  Deac.  &  D.  178. 
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The  Court  thought  the  application  reasonable,  and        1841. 
ordered  an  auxiliary  fiat  to  be  issued  to  Macclesfield,  and    j^  ^j^^  ^^^^^^^ 
to  be  directed  to  one  Commissioner.  of  Daintry 

and  Kyle. 


Ex   parte  John    Dover. — In   the   matter  of  George    ^  . 

*  Seijeants*  Inn 

Wetwang  Popple,  and  Robert  Popple. ^ou, 

July  16. 

This  was  a  petition  for  an  order  on  the  assi^cnees  to  de-  A*v*  ™«"^^*'** 
*^  °  in  London,  on 

liver  up  to  the  petitioner  certain  casks  of  oil  which  he  ***«  'J^*>  ¥ehni' 

■^  *  ^  ary,  bought  of 

alleged  to  be  his  property,  and  which  the  assignees  had  B » an  oil  mer- 
taken  possession  of  on  the  bankruptcy.  ten  tons  of  oil' 

The  bankrupts  were  oil  merchants  at  Hull,  and  the  for  bj  A's.  ac- 
petitioner  carried  on  the  business  of  a  merchant  at  Lon-  amount  oHhe  ^ 
don  under  the  firm  of  Hodgson  Brothers  and  Dover,  as  thcTcompleUon 
the  surviving  partner  of  that  firm;  but,  being  absent  in  Jhe  otl  wat^***' 
France,  had  appointed  Tfiomas  Christopher  Hodgson  as  fhe'^J^^tl" 
his  general  agent  to  manage  and  conduct  his  business  in  f***^.^"  ^^^ 
his  absence.     On  the  17th  February  last,  the  petitioner  p«tintoi9 

casks,  which 

(by  his  said  agent)  purchased  of  the  bankrupts  ten  tons  of  were  numbered 

refined  rape  oil  contained  in  nineteen  casks,  at  the  rate  with  B.'s  initial, 

of  455.  per  hundred  weight;  the  amount  of  the  price  for  ioto  another 

which  was  agreed  to  be  paid  by  the  acceptance  of  the  Talied^the  ship. 

petitioner  at  four  months'  date.    Upon  the  completion  of  to^awIh'A*.''"'*' 

this  purchase,  each  of  the  casks  containing  the  oil  was  gJipment ***()* 

weighed  and  numbered,  and  marked  with  the  letter  H.,  5®?^^^!^'* 

as  the  initial  letter  of  the  petitioner's  firm;  and  they  were  ^*»«  delivery  of 

^  '  "^  the  oil ;  but  B., 

afterwards  separated  from   the   rest  of  the  bankrupts'  having  then 

suspended  pay- 
stock.    On  the  17th  February  the  bankrupts  addressed  a  mem,  said  that 

letter  to  petitioner  containing  an  invoice  of  the  oil,  which  deliver  the  oil, 

specified  the  exact  weight,  number  and  mark  of  every  riiy.    On  the 

3id  April  a  fiat 
was  issued  against  B. 
//«U,  that  the  oil  was  not  in  (he  possession  of  B.,  as  reputed  owner,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  72.,  it  being  necessary  to  prove  some  reputation  of  ownership,  besides 
the  mere  fact  of  possession,  to  bring  a  case  within  the  provisions  of  that  enactment. 


960  CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

1841.       cask,  and  in  which  letter  the  bankrupts  stated  that  the 
Ex  arte       ^'^  ^^^  waiting  the  orders  of  the  petitioner  for  shipment, 
Dover.       ^nd  that  they  thought  it  might  be  a  convenience  to 
him,  if  the  oil  was  to  lay  with  the  bankrupts  until  they 
heard  from  him,  and  ofiering  to  ship  it  in  any  way  that 
he  liked.     The  petitioner,  by  his  agent,  accepted  a  bill 
drawn  by  the  bankrupts  for  the  sum  of  452/.  13s.,  the 
amount  of  .the  price  of  the  oil,  payable  at  four  months ; 
which  bill  the  bankrupts  had  negociated  for  value,  and 
the  amount  of  which  the  petitioner  was  liable  to  pay  to 
the  holders  as  soon  as  it  fell  due.     On  the  9th  March 
last  the  petitioner  sent  an  order  to  the  bankrupts  to 
deliver  the  oil  to  Messrs.  Thomas  Wood  &  Co.  of  Hull, 
on  account  of  the  petitioner;  but  on  the  following  day 
Wood  &  Co.  wrote   to  the  petitioner,  informing  him 
that  the  bankrupts  had  suspended  payment,  and  could 
not  deliver  the  oil,  without  authority.    The  petitioner, 
having  disposed  of  the  oil  conditionally  in  London,  and 
having  been  informed  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
bankrupts  to  call  their  creditors  together,  wrote  again  to 
Wood  8c  Co.  on  the  15th  March,  acquainting  them  that 
the  petitioner  had  disposed  of  the  oil,  and  requesting  to 
be  informed  when  the  intended  meeting  of  the  creditors 
would  take  place,  in  order  that  the  petitioner  might 
give  the  buyers  the  proper  delivery  order  for  the  oil  upon 
Wood  8c  Co.     In  answer  to  this  letter,  Wood  &  Co.  in- 
formed the  petitioner  that  the  meeting  of  the  creditors 
took  place  on  the  17th  March,  and  that  they  Wood  &  Co. 
then  claimed  the  oil,  and  that  they  expected  to  have  no 
diflSculty  in  following  the  petitioner's  orders  in  shipping 
it.    On  the  20th  March  Wood  8c  Co.  wrote   to  the 
petitioner,  saying,  that  they  had  again  presented  the  order 
for  the  delivery  of  the  oil  to  the  parties  appointed  to 
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superintend  the  affiiins  of  the  bankrupts,  when  those  1841. 
parties  said  that  they  were  not  in  a  position  to  give  Wood  ^^^^ 
Ic  Co.  any  answer,  but  that  they  certainly  could  not  Dover. 
deliver  the  oil  at  present.  On  the  22nd  March  the 
petitioner  vrrote  again  to  Wood  &  Co.,  saying,  that  he 
had  shown  as  much  forbearance  and  consideration  towards 
the  parties  interested  in  the  afiairs  of  the  bankrupts  as 
could  be  expected,  and  that  he  trusted  no  further  delay 
would  take  place  in  delivering  the  oil ;  in  reply  to  which, 
fVood  &  Co.  on  the  30th  March  wrote  to  the  petitioner, 
informing  him  that  they  had  again  applied  to  the  parties 
appointed  to  act,  who  said  that  they  expected  to  be 
enabled  to  state  something  more  fully  on  the  morrow,  as 
it  was  expected  that  something  would  be  offered  to  the 
creditors  with  a  guarantee,  and  that  the  bankrupts  would 
then  be  at  liberty  to  deal  with  the  oil  of  the  petitioner. 
On  the  3rd  April  Wood  &  Co.  addressed  another  letter 
to  the  petidoner,  informing  him  that  nothing  decisive 
was  done  in  the  affiiirs  of  the  bankrupts  before  the  day 
previous  to  the  date  of  that  letter,  when  the  parties 
employed  to  take  the  management  of  their  affairs  found 
so  much  difficulty  in  the  arrangement,  that  they  came  to 
the  conclusion  of  letting  them  go  through  the  Gazette,  and 
that  on  that  very  morning  the  fiat  had  been  issued.  On 
the  6th  April  the  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  appeared  in 
the  London  Gazette ;  upon  which  the  petitioner's  solicitor 
on  the  8th  April  addressed  a  written  notice  to  the  solicitor 
who  issued  the  fiat,  informing  him  that  the  nineteen 
casks  of  oil,  the  numbers  and  marks  whereof  were  speci- 
fied in  the  particulars  therein  inclosed,  and  which  were 
set  apart  from  the  rest  of  the  stock  of  the  bankrupts  in 
the  warehouse  lately  occupied  by  them,  were  the  property 
of  the  petitioner,  and  requesting  to  be  informed  of  the 
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1841.        names  of  the  assignees,  as  soon  as  they  were  chosen,  in 


order  that  he  might  make  the  requisite  formal  demand  of 
Dover.  the  oil  from  them.  On  the  28th  April,  the  solicitor  to 
the  fiat  wrote  in  answer,  that  the  assignees  were  being 
advised  on  the  subject  of  the  petitioner's  claim,  and  would 
act  in  accordance  with  the  advice  they  might  receive. 
The  petitioner's  solicitor  waited  for  the  determination  of 
the  assignees  until  the  8th  May,  when  he  wrote  again  for 
a  decisive  answer  as  to  the  delivery  of  the  oil,  and  com- 
plaining of  the  delay.  In  reply  to  this  last  application, 
the  solicitor  of  the  assignees  informed  the  petitioner's 
solicitor,  that  the  assignees  were  advised  that  the  oil 
belonged  to  the  estate  of  the  bankrupts,  and  were  deter- 
mined to  resist  any  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  it. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  of  one  of  the  bankrupts, 
and  of  their  clerk,  in  support  of  the  petition,  that  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  the  oil  was  in  cisterns;  and  that  after  the 
sale,  and  previously  to  the  invoice  being  made  out,  it  was 
drawn  out  of  the  cisterns  into  nineteen  casks,  which  were 
immediately  weighed,  marked  and  numbered,  as  stated  in 
the  petition,  and  were  afterwards  set  apart  by  themselves 
in  the  shipping  warehouse  of  the  bankrupts,  to  be  ready 
for  the  order  of  the  petitioner  for  shipment,  and  were 
never  afterwards  mixed  toith,  or  placed  amongst,  the  stock 
of  the  bankrupts.  That  it  was  usual  for  the  bankrupts 
in  carrying  on  their  business,  when  a  purchaser  of  oil 
resided  at  a  distance  from  Hull,  to  keep  the  oil  a  rea- 
sonable time  after  the  sale,  to  await  the  orders  of  the 
purchaser  for  shipment;  and  that  no  customer  of  the  bank- 
rupts, nor  any  person  who  transacted  business  with  them, 
or  attended  or  frequented  their  warehouse,  could,  by 
seeing  the  nineteen  casks  of  oil  in  the  shipping  warehouse, 
be  deceived  into  the  supposition,  that  the  same  formed 
part  of  the  bankrupts'  stock. 
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It  was  also  proved  by  the  evidence  of  two  brokers  at        1841. 


Hull^  who  stated  themselves  to  be  well  acquainted  with 

the  custom  of  the  oil  trade  at  that  place,  that  it  was  cus-       Dovbr. 

tomary  for  the  oil  merchants  there,  when  a  purchaser  of 

oil  resided  at  a  distance,  to  keep  the  oil  a  reasonable  time 

in  warehouse  for  shipment;  and  that  no  person  acquainted 

with  the  oil  trade  could  be  misled,  by  supposing  that 

these  casks  of  oil,  marked  and  separated  as  they  were 

from  the  rest  of  the  bankrupts'  stock,  were  still  at  the 

disposal  of  the  bankrupts. 

The  only  material  evidence  opposed  to  the  claim  of 
the  petitioner  was  that  of  three  oil  merchants,  who  stated 
that  it  was  common  in  the  oil  trade,  when  casks  of  oil 
have  been  once  marked  with  an  initial  letter  and  numbered, 
for  such  initial  mark  and  number  to  remain  without  any 
alteration  or  addition,  although  the  oil  may  have  been 
from  time  to  time  sold  and  transferred  to  subsequent 
purchasers. 

Mr.  Swanston^  and  Mr.  Deacon,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  As  the  oil  was  bond  fide  purchased  and  paid 
for  by  the  petitioner,  before  the  bankruptcy  of  Messrs. 
Popple^  and  the  casks  were  weighed  and  numbered, 
and  marked  with  the  initial  letter  of  the  petitioner's  firm, 
and  were  moreover  set  apart  from  the  rest  of  the  bank- 
rupt's stock  in  their  shipping  warehouse,  the  oil  could 
not  be  considered  in  the  reputed  ownership  of  the  bank- 
rupts.  The  case  of  Ex  parte  Flyn  (a),  which  occurred 
so  long  ago  as  in  the  time  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  appears 
to  be  decisive  in  favour  of  the  claim  of  the  petitioner. 
The  facts  of  that  case  were  very  similar  to  those  of  the 
present*     There,  one  Matthetrs  had  sold  to  the  peti- 

(a)  1  Atk.  185. 
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1841.        tioners  two-thirds  of  600  barrels  of  tar,  and  the  other 
£;c  parte       ^^'^^  ^^  agreed  should  be  consigned  to  the  petitioners 
DovBR.        fo,.  giijg  j^4  jjig  ,.j5t  and  on  his  own  account,  and  that  he 
should  be  at  the  charge  of  shipping  off  the  whole. 
Matthews  caused  the  tar  to  be  put  into  a  warehouse  of 
his  own«  for  the  purposes  of  the  agreement ;  but  made 
out  a  bill  of  parcels  for  the  petitioners  of  the  two-thirds 
which  they  had  purchased,  and  the  petitioners  paid  Mat- 
thews  the  amount  of  the  price.     Matthews  afterwards 
became  bankrupt,  and  his  assignees  took  possession  of 
the  tar,  as  they  found  it  remaining  in  his  warehouse ; 
and  it  was  held  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  that  this  was  not 
within  the  intent  of  the  21  Jac.  1.  c.  19.  s.  11.,  which 
meant  to  guard  leaving  goods  in  the  possession,  order 
and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt;  for  that  it  was  only  a 
mere  temporary  custody  of  the  tar,  until  the  petitioners 
had  an  opportunity  of  shipping  it  off  to  Ireland ;  and  he 
declared  the  petitioners  to  be  entitled  to  two-thirds  of 
the  tar,  which  he  accordingly  ordered  to  be  delivered  up 
to  them  by  the  assignees.     In  the  more  recent  case  also 
of  JEx  parte  Marrahle  (a),  the  same  doctrine  was  held ; 
where  a  quantity  of  wine,  which  the  bankrupt  had  sold 
previous  to  his  bankruptcy,  remained  in  his  cellar,  set 
apart  in  a  particular  bin,  and  marked  with  the  purchaser's 
seal ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  wine  was  not  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  bankrupt,  under  such  circumstances  as  to 
deceive  his  creditors,  by  the  appearance  of  its  forming 
part  of  that  stock  to  which  they  might  give  credit ;  and 
the  assignees  were  ordered  to  deliver  up  the  wine.     It 
does  not  appear  in  the  present  case,  that  any  persons 
were  or  could  be  deceived,  by  supposing  this  oil  to  be 
the  property  of  the  bankrupts,  or  that  they  acquired  any 

{a)  1  G.  &  J.  402. 


n 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  265 

false  credit  with  any  persons  with  whom  they  dealt,  184L 
by  the  reputation  of  its  ownership.  Neither  does  it  ExMrto 
appear,  that  the  oil  remained  in  the  shipping  warehouse  ^oymm, 
of  the  bankrupts  an  unreasonable  time  after  the  sale> 
before  the  delivery  of  it  was  demanded  by  the  peti- 
tioner; for  the  sale  was  on  the  17th  February  at  HuU^ 
and  the  petitioner  on  the  9th  March  ordered  the  bank- 
rupts to  deliver  it  to  Wood  &  Co.  This  waB  nearly  a 
month  before  the  bankruptcy ;  for  the  fiat  was  not  issued 
till  the  3rd  of  April ;  and  now,  by  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29, 
all  transactions  with  the  bankrupt  before  the. date  and. 
issuing  of  the  fiat  against  him  are  rendered^  valid,  nalr 
withstanding  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy,  provided,  the. 
persons  so  dealing  with  the  bankrupt  had  not  notioa  ot£ 
such  act  of  bankruptcy.  If,  therefore,  the  petitioiiar;hafd 
demanded  the  oil  the  very  day  before  the  issuing  of  the 
fiat,  and  without  notice  then  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy, 
the  oil  would  not  have  passed  to  the  assignees ;  Smiik 
V.  Tapping  (a).  Its  continuing  in  the  possession  of  the. 
bankrupts  therefore  at  the  time  of  their  bankruptcy,  wa». 
not  with  the  consent  of  the  petitioner,  the  true  owner ; 
but  by  the  procrastination  of  the  committee  of  the  cre- 
ditors of  the  bankrupts,  who  declined  to  deliver  it  tO; 
Wood  &  Co.,  and  put  them  off  with  various  excuses:  firomi 
time  to  time  until  the  issuing  of  the  fiat. 

The  case  of  Knowles  v.  HorsfallQ))  may  probably  be 
relied  on  by  the  other  side ;  but  it  will  be  found  on  ex- 
amination to  be  distinguishable  firom  the  present.  In 
that  case  the  bankrupt  had  sold  to  the  plaintiff  several 
casks  of  brandy,  which  were  thereupon  marked  with  the 
plaintiff's  initials;  but  it  was  agreed  between  the  parties^ 

(o)  5  B.  &  Ad.  674.  (6)  6  B.  &  Aid.  134. 
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1841.  that  the  brandies  should  remain  in  the  bankrupt's  vaults, 
Ee  Daite  ^i^til  ii  suited  the  convenience  of  the  plaintiff  to  remove 
^^^**'  them  ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  brandies  passed  to  the 
bankrupt's  assignees,  as  goods  in  his  possession,  order 
and  disposition,  by  the  consent  and  permission  of  the  true 
owner,  within  the  21  Jac.  1.  c.  19.  s.  11.  But,  there,  it 
will  be  observed,  that  the  brandies  were  to  remain  in  the 
vendor's  cellars  for  an  unlimited  length  of  time,  and  were 
accordingly  found  in  his  possession  at  the  time  of  his 
bankruptcy,  with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner.  In  the 
present  case,  the  oil  was  only  to  remain  in  the  bank- 
rupts' warehouse  until  it  could  be  shipped,  and  it  waB 
not  in  the  possession  of  the  vendors  at  the  time  of  their 
bankruptcy,  with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner;  for  it  was 
demanded  of  them  nearly  a  month  before.  It  is  very  doubt- 
ful, also,  whether  the  judgment  in  Knowlesv.  Horsfall,i( 
strictly  scrutinized,  would  be  found  to  be  based  on  sound 
principles  of  law ;  for  Lord  Tenterden  decided  it  on  the 
ground,  merely,  that  the  brandies  were  in  the  possession, 
order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  without  adverting 
to  the  subsequent  words  of  the  1 1th  section  of  the  statute 
oi  James  *'  whereof  they  shall  be  reputed  owners,  and  take 
upon  them  the  sale,  alteration,  or  disposition,  as  owners.'^ 
Now  there  was  certainly  in  that  case  no  evidence  of  re- 
putation of  ownership,  but  quite  the  contrary ;  for  it  was 
notorious  to  the  persons  carrying  on  the  wine  trade  at  the 
place  where  the  parties  resided,  that  the  brandies  had  been 
sold  to  the  plaintiff.  Another  case  may  be  cited  against 
the  position  for  which  we  are  contending,  and  that  is 
Thackthwait  v.  Cock  {a);  but  the  decision,  there,  is  much 
weaker  against  the  claim  of  the  petitioner,  than  in  the 
former  case  referred  to.    A  quantity  of  hops  which  had 

(a)  3  Taaot  487. 
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been  purchased  of  the  bankrupt  were  left  by  the  purchaser  1841 . 
in  the  bankrupt's  warehouse,  for  the  purpose  of  resale,  j.^  ^^ 
and  were  wholly  undistinguished  by  any  mark  from  the  Dovbr. 
bankrupt's  other  goods,  and  were  also  exposed  to  the  view 
of  persons  coming  into  the  warehouse  to  purchase,  pro- 
miscuously with  the  other  goods  of  the  bankrupt ;  under 
these  circumstances,  therefore,  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  of  course  decided  that  the  hops  were  in  the  posses- 
sion, order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  within  the 
statute  of  James.  The  present  case  is  very  distinguish- 
able from  the  two  last  cited,  and  we  submit  is  clearly  not 
¥rithin  the  enactment  of  the  present  bankrupt  law,  6  Geo. 
4.  c.  16.  8.  72.,  which  provides  ''  that  if  any  bankrupt,  at 
the  time  he  becomes  bankrupt,  shall,  by  the  consent  and 
permission  of  the  true  owner  thereof,  have  in  his  posses- 
sion, order  or  disposition,  any  goods  or  chattels,  whereof 
he  was  reputed  owner j  or  whereof  he  had  taken  upon 
kirn  the  sale,  alteration^  or  disposition,  as  owner,  the 
Commissioners  shall  have  power  to  sell  and  dispose  of 
the  same  Sec.**  Now  here  the  oil  was  not  in  the  posses- 
sion of  Messrs.  Popple,  at  the  time  they  became  bank- 
rupt, unth  the  consent  and  permission  of  the  true  owner; 
nor  is  there  any  evidence  that  they  were  either  the  re- 
puted  owners  of  the  oil,  or  that  they  had  taken  upon 
them  the  sale,  alteration,  or  disposition,  as  owners. 

Mr.  James  Russell,  and  Mr.  Anderdon,  for  the  assig- 
nees. We  submit  that  the  oil  in  question  was  in  the 
possession,  order,  and  disposition  of  the  Popples,  at  the 
time  of  their  bankruptcy,  within  the  meaning  of  the  72nd 
section.  The  case  of  JEx  parte  Flyn{a),  which  has 
been  relied  on  by  the  other  side,  does  not  apply;  for 

(a)  1  Atk.  185. 
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1841.        there  the  bankrupt  and  the  petitioners  were  tenants,  in 
^^^^^^       common  of  the  tar,  the  petitioners  being  entitled  to  two 

Dover.  thirds,  and  the  bankrupt  to  one  third ;  so  that  the  bank- 
rupt's possession  of  the  tar  would  not  bring  the  case 
within  the  clause  of  reputed  ownership.  The  decision 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Knawles  t.  HorsfdU  (a) 
is  conclusive  in  favour  of  the  assignees ;  for  there, 
although  it  was  notorious  to  persons  in  the  wine  trade 
that  the  bankrupt  had  sold  the  brandies  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  no  persons  in  the  same  trade  therefore  could  have 
been  deceived  as  to  who  was  the  real  owner,  yet 
the  Court  held  that  it  was  not  suflScient  that  the  sale 
should  be  known  only  to  persons  in  the  same  trade ;  for 
that,  if  any  person  who  was  not  in  that  trade  had  gone  to 
the  bankrupt  to  purchase  the  wines,  the  bankrupt  would 
have  had  the  power  of  selling  and  delivering  them  to 
such  person.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  from  the  doctrine 
laid  down  in  that  case,  that,  if  the  bankrupt's  continued 
possession  of  goods  renders  it  only  possible  that  he  may 
be  considered  the  owner  of  them,  they  are  to  be  ac- 
counted as  in  his  order  and  disposition,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute.  In  Lingham  v.  BiggM  (ft),  it  was  ob- 
served by  Lord  C.  J.  EyTe^  that  questions  on  the  21  Jctc. 
1.  c.  19.  s.  11.  had  much  more  of  fact,  than  of  law  in 
them,  and  that  being  allowed  to  have  the  possession  of 
goods  under  circumstances  which  give  the  reputation  of 
ownership,  brings  the  case  within  the  statute,  provided 
the  possession  is  accompanied  with  the  apparent  power 
of  selling*  Now,  try  the  present  case  by  that  test 
Had  not  the  bankrupts  the  apparent  power  of  selling  this 
oil  to  any  perscm  who  chose  to  buy  it  of  them  ?  It  con- 
tinued to  lie  in  their  warehouse,  as  before  the  sale,  and 

(a)  6  B.  &  Aid.  134.  {h)  1  Bob.  &  P.  67. 
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they  had  complete  domiaion  over  it.    Mankkouse  v.        1841. 


ExparU 


Hay  (a),  which  was  decided  on  a  writ  of  error  in  the 
Eichequer  Chamber,  is  also  a  strong  authority  against  DoVfts. 
the  claim  of  this  petitioner.  There  the  bankrupt  had  as- 
signed a  ship  to  A.,  in  trust  to  pay  a  debt  due  to  A.  and 
his  partners,  but  with  their  permission  retained  the  pos- 
session and  disposition  of  the  ship  at  the  time  of  his 
bankruptcy ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  ship  passed  to  the 
assignees  by  ?irtue  of  the  21  Jac.  1.  c.  19.  s.  II., 
although,  before  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  register  of  the 
ship  was  indorsed  to  A.,  and  shortly  afterwards  (three 
months  before  the  issuing  of  the  commission)  the  ship 
was  newly  regbtered  in  his  name,  and  continued  so  re- 
gutered  at  the  time  the  commission  was  issued.  The 
present  case  is  not  like  that  of  Ex  parte  Marrable  (ft), 
which  has  been  relied  on  by  the  counsel  for  the  petitioner ; 
for  there  a  formal  instrument  was  signed  by  the  bank- 
rupt, stating  that  he  held  the  wines  subject  to  a  particular 
arrangement;  the  bankrupt  was,  therefore,  in  that  case 
held  to  be  a  mere  trustee  for  the  petitioner.  In  Shaw  v. 
Harvey  (c),  also,  it  was  decided  that  wherever  goods  re- 
mained in  the  bankrupt's  apparent  possession  at  the  time 
of  his  bankruptcy,  they  passed  to  his  assignees.  It  is 
immaterial  for  how  long,  or  how  short  a  period  of  time, 
the  goods  continue  in  his  possession,  if  they  are  in  his 
order  and  disposition.  Supposing  the  oil  in  question 
had  been  resold  by  the  bankrupt  to  another  person,  who 
had  no  notice  of  the  previous  sale, — can  there  be  a 
donbt  but  that  in  such  case  the  oil  would  have  passed  to 
the  second  vendee,  in  preference  to  the  first  ? 

(a)  2  Brod.  &  B.  114.  (6)  1  G.  &  J.  402. 

(e)  1  Ad.  &  £.  920. 
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1841.  Mr.  Swanston,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 


Ez  parte 
Dover.  Sir  JoHN  Cros9. — The  Only  question  in  this  case  is, 

whether  the  mere  fact  of  these  19  casks  of  oil  being  in 
the  possession  of  the  bankrupts  at  the  time  of  their 
bankruptcy,  is  conclusive  that  they  were  reputed  owners 
of  the  oil,  without  any  consideration  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  that  possession  was  retained.  Now,  what 
are  the  facts  which  have  been  established  in  evidence  ? 
It  appears  that  on  the  17th  February  the  petitioner 
bought  of  the  bankrupts  10  tons  of  oil,  which  was  then 
contained  in  cisterns  forming  part  of  their  general  stock, 
and  that  on  the  sale  being  completed  the  quantity  of  oil 
BO  purchased  was  drawn  off  from  the  cisterns,  and  put 
into  19  casks,  which  were  all  numbered  and  marked  with 
the  initial  letter  of  the  petitioner's  firm,  and  removed  into 
a  distinct  and  separate  warehouse  from  that  where  the 
ordinary  business  of  the  bankrupts  was  carried  on ;  a 
warehouse  in  which  there  is  no  distinct  evidence  that 
any  other  oil  was  placed,  except  for  the  purpose  of  ship- 
ment. The  petitioner  paid  for  the  oil,  and  the  bankrupts 
wrote  him  word  that  it  might  lie  in  their  warehouse,  until 
they  received  his  orders  for  its  being  shipped ;  which, 
it  appears,  is  the  usual  course  of  the  oil  trade  at  Hull. 
The  oil  therefore  must  be  considered,  in  law,  as  in  the 
state  of  goods  bargained  and  sold  by  the  bankrupts  to 
the  petitioner;  and  the  latter  has  made  out  a  clear  case 
that  the  oil  is  his  own  property,  subject  only  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  parliament  that  relate  to  reputed 
ownership.  The  assignees  must  therefore  make  out 
their  right  to  retain  this  oil,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  in  question,  notwithstanding  it  may  be  the  property 
of  another  person.     Now,  what  are  the  words  of  the 
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statute,  under  which  alone  they  can  establish  this  right?  1841. 
The  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  1±  enacts  **  that  if  any  bankrupt  ^^^ 
at  the  time  he  becomes  bankrupt  shall^  by  the  consent  Doter. 
and  permission  of  the  true  owner  thereof^  have  in  his 
possession,  order,  or  disposition,  any  goods  or  chattels 
whereof  he  was  reputed  owner,  or  whereof  he  had  taken 
upon  him  the  sale,  alteration,  or  disposition  as  owner, 
the  Commissioners  shall  have  power  to  sell  and  dispose 
of  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors."  What 
proof  haB  been  adduced  by  the  assignees  of  their  right  to 
keep  this  property  from  one  who  has  proved  himself  to 
be  the  true  owner  of  it?  Have  they  ofiered,  in  the  first 
place,  any  evidence  that  the  bankrupt  was  the  reputed 
owner  of  the  oil  ?  The)re  is  certainly  no  direct  evidence 
of  that  fact ;  for  not  one  person  has  sworn  that  he  be- 
lieved him  to  be  the  owner  of  the  19  casks  of  oil. 
At  the  same  time  I  am  free  to  admit,  that  if,  irom  all  the 
facts  of  the  case,  an  irresistible  conclusion  could  be 
drawn  that  the  bankrupt  was  the  reputed  owner  of  this 
property,  I  should  think  myself  bound,  without  requiring 
direct  proof  on  the  subject.  But,  did  the  bankrupt  (in 
the  words  of  the  act  of  parliament)  take  upon  himself  the 
tale,  alteration,  or  disposition  of  the  oil,  as  owner?  It  is 
not  pretended  that  he  ever  took  upon  himself  to  do  so. 
The  case  of  Knowles  v.  Horsfall{a)  and  other  cases  have 
been  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  where  the 
Courts  have  come  to  the  decision,  that,  under  certain 
special  circumstances,  goods  found  in  the  possession  of 
the  bankrupt  at  his  bankruptcy  roust  be  considered  in  his 
reputed  ownership.  But,  without  impeaching  the  autho- 
rity of  Knowles  v.  Horsfall,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the 

(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  134. 
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Id41.  present  case  differs  from  that  in  a  material  fact,  namely, 
^T"^^  that,  whatever  may  have  been  the  reputation  of  ownership, 
Dovtft.  the  oil  in  this  case  did  not  continue  in  the  possession 
of  the  bankrupts  at  the  time  of  their  bankruptcy,  with 
the  consent  and  permission  of  the  true  owner ;  for  it  was 
demanded  of  them  on  the  9th  March,  and  the  fiat  was 
not  issued  before  the  3rd  of  April ;  the  period  of  the 
issuii^  of  the  fiat  being  now  (by  the  recent  statute  of  2  & 
8  Vict.  c.  29.),  substituted  for  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  in 
relation  to  all  dealings  and  transactions  with  the  bank- 
rupt. But,  independently  of  this  feature  of  the  case,  I 
found  my  judgment  upon  the  absence  of  all  evidence  of 
reputed  ownership.  The  oil,  when  bought,  was  sepa- 
rated from  the  other  stock  of  the  bankrupts ;  the  casks 
containing  it  were  marked  with  the  petitioner's  initials, 
and  put  into  another  and  distinct  warehouse ;  and  there 
is  no  evidence  that  any  human  being  but  the  bankrupts' 
servants  ever  saw  them  in  the  shipping  warehouse.  As 
in  the  case  of  the  wine  stowed  away  in  the  dark  cellar  of 
the  wine  merchant,  so,  in  the  present  case,  I  think  it 
would  be  most  unjust  to  hold,  as  against  the  true  and 
lawful  owner,  that  these  casks  of  oil  were  in  the  reputed 
ownership  of  the  bankrupts,  because  they  happened  to 
be  found  in  some  comer  of  their  premises,  although  out 
of  sight  of  all  their  customers.  I  can  find  nothing  what- 
ever in  this  case  leading  to  the  conclusion  of  reputed 
ownership,  except  the  mere  fact  of  possession  ;  and  that, 
in  my  opinion,  is  not  enough  to  bring  the  case  within  the 
statute.  It  has  been  suggested,  that  the  matter  might  be 
referred  to  the  decision  of  another  Court,  by  directing  an 
issue  or  an  action  at  law ;  but,  as  I  have  no  doubt  both 
on  the  law  and  facts  of  the  case,  that  proceeding  would 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  273 

be  an  unnecessary  waste  of  time  and  money  to  all  parties        1841. 


concerned. 


£z  parte 

DOVSB. 


0»D£B,  that  the  assignees  should  deliver  up  the  oil 
to  the  petitioner,  and  pay  him  his  costs,  which, 
with  their  own  costs,  they  were  at  liberty  to 
retain  out  of  the  estate. 


Ex  parte  William  Pennell  and  others. — In  the 
matter  of  Thomas  Keasley  and  Joseph  Leonard 

V.  Smjianti'  Inn 

Keasley. HaU, 

July  16  and  24. 

This  was  the  petition  of  assignees  to  expunge  a  proof  ^^  and  B.,  for  a 
vhich  had  been  made  by  an  annuity  creditor,  for  the  sidention  paid 
value  of  the  annuity.  with T.',  m  their 

By  indenture,  bearing  date  the  19th  June  1837,  and  iDg*an' anS^ty 
made  between  the  two  bankrupts  of  the  first  part,  Wm.  Ui^'/otnttyf  * 
Keasley  of  the  second  part,  and  Mich.  UUatharne  of  the  ,\''et'!^pl7aify. 
third  part,  after  reciting  an  agreement  between  R.  Ulla-  ^^^^^^^  ***** 
thome  and  the  bankrupts  for  the  purchase  by  R.  Ulla-  *?"•  °'  °?®  o^ , 

^  *^  ''  them,  shall  well 

thome  of  an  annuity  of  800/.,  and  that  it  was  agreed  *°^  *"»ly  pay 

the  aDDuit^.    A 

that  the  same  should  be  secured  by  that  indenture,  and  warrant  of  attor- 

111  n  /till  1     ^  ney,  of  even  date 

also  by  the  warrant  of  attorney  of  the  bankrupts  and  of  with  the  inden- 

TF.  Keasley  as  their  surety,  it  was  witnessed,  that  in  given  by  the 

consideration  of  the  sum  of  1000/.,  and  of  a  bill  of  ex-  terai  securUyr 

change  for  3000/.  paid  and  delivered  to  the  bankrupts  JHereby'de- 

by  UUatharne,  they,  the  bankrupts  and  W.  Keasley,  did  -idSent'lo t 

grant  unto  Ullathorne  for  the  lives  of  five  persons  therein  th^JJjfrra'J  ^^f 

named,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them,  an  annuity  jttomey  should 

"    be  considered  as 
Vi further  secu- 
rity to  D.    A.  and  B.  afterwards  became  bankrupts. 
Held,  1st,  That  D,  might  prove  against  the  estate  of  A,  and  B,  for  the  value  of  the 


2iid,  That  the  coveniuit  to  pay  tbe  annuity  was  not  merged  in  the  judgment. 
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Ez  parte 
Pbnnell 
and  othere. 


of  800/.,  payable  quarterly.  And  the  bankrupts  and  W. 
Keasley,  and  each  and  every  of  them,  did  thereby  for 
themselves  jointly,  and  any  two  of  them  separately  and 
apart  from  the  other  of  them,  and  each  of  them  for  him- 
self severally,  covenant  with  Ullathome,  that  they  the 
said  bankrupts  and  W.  Keasley,  or  some  or  one  of  them, 
should  well  and  truly  pay  the  annuity.  But  it  was  pro- 
vided, that  if  the  bankrupt  and  W.  Keasley  should  pay 
unto  Ullathome  400/.  by  equal  quarterly  payments  in 
every  year  for  the  first  four  years  and  a  half  after  the 
date  of  the  indenture,  or  within  one  month  after  notice 
in  writing  given  by  UHathornef  then  Ullathome  engaged 
during  such  four  years  and  a  half,  but  not  further,  to 
accept  such  reduced  sum  of  400/.  in  lieu  and  satisfaction 
of  the  annuity  of  800/.,  and  so  in  proportion  for  so  much 
of  such  annuity  as  should  remain  unredeemed.  There 
was  also  a  condition  on  the  part  of  Ullathome^  that  if 
the  bankrupts  and  W,  Keaslet/y  or  any  of  them,  should, 
after  the  19th  June  1840,  be  desirous  of  redeeming  the 
annuity  of  800/.,  or  any  part  thereof,  not  being  less  at 
any  one  time  than  2001,  thereof,  and  should  give  three 
months'  previous  notice  to  Ullathome^  then  Ullathome 
should  receive  the  sum  of  1000/.  for  the  re-purchase  of 
such  200/.  of  the  annuity,  and  so  in  proportion  for  any 
larger  sum.  And  it  was  further  agreed,  that  the  judg- 
ment to  be  entered  up  on  the  warrant  of  attorney  was 
intended  and  should  be  considered  only  as  a  further 
security  to  Ullathome  for  the  annuity  of  800/.,  and  that 
no  execution  should  be  issued  upon  it,  unless  the  annuity 
should  be  in  arrear  for  the  space  of  one  month  after 
notice  and  request  in  writing  to  pay  it. 

The  warrant   of  attorney  referred   to  in   the  above 
indenture  was  of  even  date  with  the  indenture,  and  was 


and  othen* 
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stated,  by  a  memorandum  indorsed  on  it,  to  have  been  1841. 
given  as  a  security  collaterally  with  the  indenture,  for  ^"^^ 
securing  the  annuity  of  800/.  Psnnkll 

On  the  7th  July  1837,  judgment  was  signed  on  the 
warrant  of  attorney  mentioned  in  the  above  indenture 
against  the  bankrupts  and  W.  Ke€i8ley  jointly,  for  the 
sum  of  8000/.;  which  judgment  was  still  in  full  force. 

One-fourth  part  of  the  annuity  had  been  re-purchased, 
prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  6at. 

On  the  10th  February  last  Ullathome  was  admitted 
to  prove  against  the  joint  estate  of  the  bankrupts  for  the 
sum  of  90/.  for  arrears  of  the  annuity,  and  also  for  the 
sum  of  2994/.,  being  the  amount  ascertained  by  the 
Commissioners  as  the  value  of  the  unredeemed  portion 
of  the  annuity.  The  assignees  subsequently  applied  to 
the  Commissioners  to  expunge  the  proof,  on  the  ground 
that  the  annuity  was  granted  by  the  bankrupts  and  W. 
Keasley  jointly,  and  each  of  them  separately,  and  that  a 
joint  judgment  had  been  entered  up  against  all  the 
three ;  but  the  Commissioners  declined  to  expunge  the 
proof. 

Mr.  Spence,  and  Mr.  J.  Itussell,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  The  annuity  creditor  in  this  case  has  a  higher 
security  than  the  covenant  to  pay  the  annuity,  having 
obtained  a  joint  judgment  against  the  bankrupts  and  W. 
Keaslet/ :  he  cannot  therefore  come  to  prove  for  a  gross 
sum,  as  for  the  value  of  the  annuity,  when  he  has  got  a 
judgment  for  his  debt.  The  Court  some  time  ago  laid 
down  this  principle  in  Ex  parte  Christy  {a)y  where  B. 
and  C,  being  indebted  to  il.,  gave  him  a  joint  and 
several  bond,  and  A.  took,  as  part  of  the  same  security, 

(a)  Mont.  &  B.  352 ;  2  Deac.  &  C.  156. 
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a  joint  warrant  of  attorney,  and  entered  up  a  joint  judg- 
ment ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  bond  was  merged  in  the 
Exparto  judgment,  and  that  A,  could  only  prove  against  the 
and  othera.  joint  estate  of  B.  and  C.  [Sir  John  Cross.  In  that  case 
the  judgment  was  for  a  specialty  debt:  here  it  is  merely 
a  collateral  security  for  payment  of  the  annuity.]  The 
covenant  by  the  two  bankrupts  is  not  that  those  two 
should  pay  the  annuity^  but  that  they  and  W.  Kectsley 
should  pay  it ;  for  the  grant  of  the  annuity  is  not  by  the 
two,  but  by  the  three ;  and  the  creditor  has  endeavoured 
to  make  out  that  he  has  a  right  to  prove,  as  for  an  annuity 
granted  by  the  two.  Before  the  49  Geo.  8.  c.  14f9.,  an 
annuity  creditor  could  only  prove  for  the  value  of  the 
annuity,  if  it  was  secured  by  a  bond,  and  the  bond  was 
forfeited  before  the  bankruptcy:  if  it  was  merely  secured 
by  covenant,  he  could  then  prove  only  for  the  arrears ; 
and  then  came  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  54.,  which  enabled 
the  creditors  to  prove  for  the  value  of  the  annuity,  by 
whatever  assurance  it  might  be  secured,  as  well  as  for 
the  arrears.  But  to  prove  against  whom  ?  Why  against 
the  persons  granting  the  annuity ;  not  against  those  who 
•  covenant  that  the  grantors  shall  pay  it.  The  covenantee 
in  this  case  cannot  prove  on  the  covenant  against  the 
covenantors ;  for  it  is  in  its  nature  not  proveable ;  being 
a  covenant  not  that  the  two  bankrupts  shall  pay  the 
annuity,  but  that  they  and  another  person  shall  pay  it. 
The  creditor  here  comes  merely  to  prove  for  the  value 
of  the  annuity,  under  the  54th  section ;  and  the  question 
is,  who  are  the  grantors  ?  Now,  the  grant  is  by  the  three 
jointly,  or  each  of  them  separately ;  he  cannot  therefore 
prove  for  the  value  of  the  annuity  against  the  two. 

Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  Anderdon,  contrs^.    The  ques- 


1 


aiid«ili«m. 
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tion  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  two  bankrupts  are  not        1841. 

annuity  debtors,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  parlia-        "^'^ 

£z  parte 

ment.  If  the  Court  should  hold  that  they  are  not,  then  ^Y^^}l 
we  say  that  the  act  of  parliament  has  not  provided  for  a 
case  of  this  description*  Now  it  appears  from  the  deed* 
that  the  bankrupts  received  the  consideration  for  the 
annuity,  and  that  fV,  Keadey  merely  joined  in  the  grant 
and  the  covenant  as  surety.  The  covenant  is  by  the 
three,  or  any  two  of  them,  to  pay  the  annuity;  and  we 
have  proved  against  the  two*  What  are  the  words  of 
the  54th  section?  *'  That  any  annuity  creditor  of  any 
bankrupt^  by  whatever  assurance  the  same  may  be  as- 
sored,  and  whether  there  were  or  not  any  arreani  of  such 
annuity  due  at  the  banknqptcy,  shall  be  entitled  to  prove 
for  die  value  of  such  aonuity."  Now,  they  on  the  other 
side,  in  order  to  prevent  us  from  proving  for  the  value  of 
this  annuity,  must  be  driven  to  contend  that  a  covenant 
is  not  an  assurance^  Their  proposition  is,  that  you  can- 
not, under  a  covenant  by  two  persons  to  pay  an  annuity, 
prove  against  those  two,  because  a  third  person  joined 
with  the  two  in  granting  the  annuity.  [Sir  J.  Cross. 
Here  the  three  grant,  and  the  two  covenant  to  pay :  the 
only  question  is,  therefore,  whether  the  covenantors  are 
not  to  be  considered  the  debtors  to  pay  the  annuity,  as 
well  as  the  grantors.]  The  real  debtors  to  pay  the  an- 
nuity are  the  principals  who  received  the  consideration 
for  granting  it,  not  the  surety  who  joined  them  in  the 
grant.  This  appears  from  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  in  Thanq>8on  v.  Thompson  (ja),  where  it 
was  held  that  the  instalments  of  an  annuity,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  whkh  a  bankrupt  is  surety  only,  and  which  he 
covenants  to  pay  in  case  of  the  default  of  the  grantor,  are 

(a)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  168. 
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1841.  not,  where  they  become  due  after  his  bankruptcy,  prove- 
El  parte  ^^^^  under  a  fiat  against  the  surety.  In  the  present 
Jnd^cJihcrB  ^*®^»  therefore,  if  W.  Keasley^  the  surety,  had  become 
bankrupt,  he  could  not  have  proved  for  the  value  of  the 
annuity  against  his  estate,  but  only  for  such  arrears  as 
were  due  before  his  bankruptcy,  consequently  the  first 
objection  to  the  proof,  because  it  was  granted  by  the  two 
bankrupts  and  W.  Keasley  jointly,  is  of  no  avail.  The 
debt  is  the  debt  of  the  two,  and  we  have  a  distinct  con- 
tract by  the  two,  that  the  three,  or  the  two,  shall  pay  the 
debt 

The  other  objection  to  the  proof,  that  a  joint  judgment 
has  been  entered  up  against  the  three,  and  therefore 
that  the  covenant  is  merged  in  the  judgment,  is  equally 
untenable.  In  Ex  parte  Christy  (a),  which  has  been 
cited  by  the  other  side,  the  bond  was  held  to  be  merged 
in  the  judgment,  because  it  was  not  a  case  of  collateral 
security,  but  a  security  given  by  the  same  parties  founded 
on  the  original  bond.  Here  the  original  debt  was  the 
contract  of  the  two  bankrupts  to  grant  the  annuity,  and 
the  warrant  of  attorney  was  only  given  by  them  and 
W.  Keasley,  as  a  collateral  security.  But  in  proceedings 
in  bankruptcy,  a  judgment  is  not  always  considered  to 
extinguish  a  debt  of  an  inferior  degree.  Thus,  in  Bry* 
ant  V.  Withers  (b),  it  was  held  that  a  debt  for  money 
lent,  due  to  a  creditor  at  the  time  when  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy was  committed  by  the  debtor,  was  sufficient  to  sup- 
port a  commission  against  him,  although  afterwards,  and 
before  petitioning  for  such  commission,  the  creditor  ob- 
tained judgment  against  him  for  a  sum  of  money  including 
such  debt;  and  that  the  affidavit,  made  in  order  to  obtain 
the  commission,  might  be  an  affidavit  of  debt  for  money 

(a)  Mont.  &  B.  352;  2  Deac.  &  C.  155.  (6)  2  M.  &  S.  123. 
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lent.  What  Lord  JEUenborough  says  in  that  case  is  very  1841. 
strong  in  support  of  the  right  of  proof  in  this.  In  ^^""^ 
allusion  to  Lord  Hardwicke's  judgment  in  Ambrose  v.  Pennbll 
Qendon  {a\  which  had  been  referred  to  in  the  argument^ 
he  saysy  that  "  it  was  founded  on  this,  that  although  the 
bond  was  an  extinguishment  with  regard  to  the  bankrupt 
himself,  because  it  was  a  debt  of  a  higher  nature,  yet,  in 
the  proceeding  under  a  commission  of  bankrupt,  both 
debts  were  the  same,  or,  in  other  words,  in  bankruptcy 
the  creditors  all  come  in  pari  passu.**  And  he  asked, 
"  whether  this  was  really  and  truly  less  a  debt  for  money 
lent,  because  it  had,  to  certain  intents,  been  changed  by 
the  judgment  ?  Still  it  might  be  for  money  lent,  though, 
for  the  better  securing  the  money,  the  creditor  had  ob- 
tained a  judgment/'  The  same  doctrine  was  acted  upon 
in  Twopenny  v.  Young  (f>)\  where  J3.,  being  indebted  to 
A.f  procured  C  to  join  with  him  in  giving  a  joint  and 
several  promissory  note  for  the  amount,  and  afterwards 
having  become  further  indebted,  and  being  pressed  by 
A.  for  further  security,  B.  by  deed  (reciting  the  debt, 
and  that  for  a  part  a  note  had  been  given  by  him  and  C, 
and  that  A.  having  demanded  payment  of  the  debt,  B. 
had  requested  him  to  accept  2l  further  security)  assigned 
to  A.  all  his  household  goods  as  2l  further  security,  with 
a  proviso,  that  he  should  not  be  deprived  of  the  posses- 
sion of  the  property  assigned,  until  after  three  days' 
notice;  and  it  was  held,  that  this  deed  did  not  extinguish 
or  suspend  the  remedy  on  the  note,  but  that  A.  might, 
notwithstanding  the  deed,  sue  C  at  any  time.  Mr. 
Justice  Holroydf  in  delivering  his  judgment  in  that  case, 
says,  **  It  is  clear,  from  the  recital  of  the  deed,  that  it 
was  intended  that  the  note  should  continue  an  existing 

(•)  2  Str.  1042.  (6)  3  B.  &  C.  208. 
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1841.        security,  and  the  deed  w  not  strong  enough  to  operate 
Ex  parte       ^7  '^^  ^  destruction  of  that  intention;**  and  he  added, 

^"oihere.     ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^*  '^'y  **P^^  ^^^  ^^®'  P^^°^  ^'^  ^^  ^^^^9 
"  but  upon  the  intent  appearing  on  the  &uce  of  the  deed/' 

The  decision  of  this  Court  in  JSx  parte  Bate  (a),  i»  pre- 
cisely to  the  same  efiect.  We  here,  therefore,  rest  with 
confidence  on  the  intention  of  the  parties  being  manifest 
in  this  case,  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  and  judgment 
thereon  were  not  to  supersede  the  effect  of  the  deed,  but 
were  merely  to  operate  as  a  colkU;eral  security. 

Mr.  Spetice,  in  reply.  It  must  be  remembered,  that 
in  this  case  the  grant  of  the  annuity  is  by  the  three;  and, 
that  the  covenant  to  pay  it,  on  which  the  creditor  now 
seeks  to  avail  himself,  is  by  the  two;  the  covenant,  more- 
over, is  not  that  the  two  bankrupts  shall  pay  the  annuity, 
mit  that  the  three  shall  pay  it ;  the  grantors  and  cove- 
nantors therefore  are  not  the  same  persons.  But  this 
judgment  prevents  the  creditor  from  resorting  to  the 
covenant ;  for  you  cannot  proceed  on  a  covenant  to  re- 
cover the  arrears  of  an  annuity,  where  you  have  already 
recovered  a  judgment  for  those  very  arrears.  All  that 
was  decided  in  Thompson  v.  Thompson  (b)  was,  that  it 
was  a  sufficient  ol^tbn  to  the  proof  against  the  surety, 
that  there  were  no  arrears  of  the  annuity  due  at  the 
period  of  his  bankruptcy ,-^not  that  the' value  of  the  ai>* 
niuty  could  have  been  proved,  either  against  one  party 
or  the  other,  under  the  54th  section  of  the  act  of  parlia* 
ment.  The  principle,  also,  on  which  this  Court  pro- 
ceeded in  Ex  parte  Christy,  has  been  miaapprehended 
by  the  other  side;  the  foundation  of  that  judgment  being, 
that  the  creditor  having  entered  up  a  joint  judgment 

(o)  3  Deai:.  856.  (6)  2  BiD|.  N.  C.  166. 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  281 

against  the  bankruptg  upon  a  joint  and  several  bond,  be        18^1« 
could  not  afterwards  resort  to  the  former  security.  ^^ 

pENNfiLL 

ftiid  othcn. 
Sir  John  Cross. — My  first  impression  was,  that  this 

was  the  case  of  a  covenant  by  the  three  to  pay  the  an- 

nuity,  and  that  the  judgment  was  against  the  three.    But 

I  find,  that  the  covenant  is  by  the  three  jointly,  and  by 

any  two  of  them  separately.     If  this  covenant  is  to  be 

considered  as  merged  in  the  judgment,  then  the  creditor 

will  of  course  not  be  an  annuity  creditor,  but  only  a 

judgment  creditor.    My  present  construction  of  the  terms 

of  the  grant  of  the  covenant  in  the  deed  is,  that  the 

annuity  was  granted  by  the  three,  and  the  covenant  was 

a  joint  and  several  covenant  that  the  three,  or  two,  or 

one  of  them  should  pay  it.    But  as  it  is  an  important 

pointy  I  will  take  time  to  consider  of  my  judgment. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Sir  John  CROS8.^In  this  case  the  two  bankrupts,  Juiy2A. 
together  with  one  fV.  KeasUy,  in  consideration  of  40002. 
paid  to  the  bankrupts,  granted  to  the  petitioner  an  an* 
nuity  of  800/.  during  the  lives  of  several  persons  named 
in  the  deed.  The  Commissioners  have  admitted  a  proof 
of  the  annuity  debt  against  the  joint  estate  of  the  two 
bankrupts,  and  valued  it,  pursuant  to  the  statute,  at 
S084/L  The  assignees  have  applied  to  this  Court  to  ex- 
punge the  proof,  and  they  advance  two  objections  to  it. 
The  first  is,  that  the  debt  is  the  joint  and  several  debt 
of  three  persons,  and  cannot  therefore  be  charged  against 
two  of  them  jointly;  and  the  second  objection  is,  that 
the  petitioner,  under  a  warrant  of  attorney,  given  together 
with  the  deed,  has  entered  up  judgment  against  the  three 
jointly;  whereby  the  original  debt  is  merged  in  the  joint 
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1841.  judgment.  It  is  clear  from  the  authorities  cited  in  the 
Ex  parte  argument,  that  the  merger  of  a  debt  in  a  higher  security 
andotbeiB.  ^^^  ^^  prevented  by  the  act  and  intention  of  the  parties; 
and  that  a  judgment  does  not  necessarily  extinguish  a 
prior  debt.  And  there  appears  no  doubt  of  the  intention 
of  the  parties  in  the  present  case;  for  they  have  expressly 
"  declared  and  agreed  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  for 
entering  up  the  judgment  is  given  as  a  security  collaterally 
with  the  indenture,  bearing  even  date  therewith/'  and  also 
"  that  the  jtidgment  shall  be  considered  only  as  &  further 
security  for  the  annuity."  And  it  seems  to  me  repugnant 
to  reason,  that  a  future  annuity  debt  should  be  merged  in  a 
by-gone  judgment.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the 
debt  in  question  is  not  merged,  and  that  the  annuitant 
is  entitled  to  the  full  benefit  of  the  annuity  deed,  as  if 
the  judgment  had  not  existed.  This  being  the  case,  we 
must  refer  to  the  deed  itself,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether 
the  annuitant  is  warranted  in  charging  the  debt  against 
any  two  of  the  three  grantors.  It  appears  by  the  deed, 
that  the  consideration  was  paid  to  the  two  bankrupts, 
and  that  W,  Keasley  became  a  party  to  the  deed,  as  a 
surety  for  the  other  two.  By  the  terms  of  the  deed  the 
three  Keasleys,  and  each  and  every  of  them,  grant  the 
annuity,  and  then  follows  the  covenant  for  the  payment, 
and  it  is  in  these  words — '*  The  three  grantors,  for  them- 
selves, their  heirs,  &c.  jointly,  and  any  two  of  them 
separately  and  apart  from  the  other  of  them,  do  hereby 
for  themselves,  their  heirs,  inc.  jointly,  and  each  of  them 
separately  and  apart  from  the  others  and  other  of  them, 
doth  hereby  for  himself,  his  heirs,  &c.  severally  cove- 
nant, promise  and  agree  with  and  to  the  said  R.  Ulla- 
thorne,  his  executors,  &c.  that  they  (the  three)  or  some 
or  one  of  them,  or  their,  some  or  one  of  their  heirs,  &c. 
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shall  and  will  well  and  truly  pay  the  said  annuity."        1841. 
There  appears  to  be  some  confusion  and  tautology  in       £,  ^^^^ 
this  covenant)  yet  I  think  the  clear  intentioi\  of  it  is  to     ^J'Jthcre. 
bind  any  two  of  the  three,  as  well  as  any  one,  and  all, 
to  the  payment  of  the  annuity ;  and  therefore  that  the 
Commissioners  have  done  right  in  admitting  the  proof 
against  the  two  bankrupts,  and  that  the  petition  of  the 
assignees  to  expunge  the  proof  must  be  dismissed. 

Petition  dismissed ;  costs  of  both  parties  out  of  the 
estate. 


Ex  parte  Wood. — In  the  matter  of  Christopher 

,,*  SnjeanU*  Inn 

Webster.  "^  Haii, 

July  17. 

1  HIS  was  the  petition  of  a  joint  creditor,  on  behalf  of  Joint  creditors, 
himself  and  others,  stating  a  surplus  after  payment  of  underaiepanite 
the  separate  creditors  in  full,  and  praying  a  declaration  to  receive  a 
of  the  Court  that  the  joint  creditors  were  entitled  to  ^clf^prlwfc  out 
dividends  out  of  this  surplus  fund.     The  bankrupt  had  ti^^^^l^""^ 
been  a  partner  in  a  Joint  Stock  Banking  Company,  which  ^^^^'  ^^"^ 
had  become  insolvent:  but  he  had  paid  up  the  calls  upon  creditors  are 

*  "^  *^         paid  interest  on 

all  his  shares,  and  at  the  time  of  the  failure  of  the  bank,  their  debts. 

A  petitioD  by 

he  had  a  balance  of  1000/.  lying  there.     The  creditors  of  joint  creditors 
the  bank  had  proved  as  joint  creditors  under  a  separate  should  be  served 
fiat  issued  against  the  bankrupt,  so  that  the  surplus  of  r^pt's  executor, 
his  estate  was  now  claimed  in  discharge  of  the  debts  of 
the  banking  company  in  which  he  had  been  a  share- 
holder.    The  bankrupt  had  died  since  the  issuing  of  the 
fiat.     The  main  question  was,  whether  the  joint  creditors 
were  entitled  to  receive  dividends  on  their  proofs,  until 
the  separate  creditors  had  received  interest  on  the  amount 
of  their  debts. 
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1S4I.  Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  Anderdan,  in  support  of  the 

El  parte  petidon.  This  petition  is  presented  under  the  62nd 
^®*^'  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c,  16.,  which  enables  any  credi- 
tors to  whom  a  bankrupt  is  indebted  jointly  with  any 
other  partners  of  a  firm  of  which  the  bankrupt  was  a 
member,  to  receive  dividends  out  of  the  separate  estate 
of  the  bankrupt,  as  soon  as  the  separate  creditors  have 
received  the  full  amount  of  their  respective  debts.  This 
section  has  superseded  the  provisions  of  the  former 
general  order  (a),  as  to  disposing  of  the  surplus  of  the 
separate  estate.  But  the  rule  that  was  always  acted  upon 
before  the  statute  was,  that  where  there  was  a  surplus  of 
the  separate  estate,  that  surplus  shall  not  go  immediately 
to  pay  such  interest  to  the  separate  creditors,  but  should 
first  be  applied  to  make  the  joint  creditors  equal  with  the 
separate  creditors,  as  to  the  principal  of  their  respective 
debts;  Ex  parte  Reeves (b).  This  is  only  consistent 
with  the  rule  in  equity,  i^hich  permits  a  joint  creditor, 
though  his  debt,  at  law,  continues  only  against  the 
surviving  debtors,  to  resort  in  equity  to  the  assets  of  a 
deceased  partner;  Devaynes  v.  Noble {c).  The  objec- 
tion made  to  this  petition  by  the  bankrupt's  executor 
is,  that  there  is  some  outstanding  suit  of  the  banking 
company  still  depending;  but  to  this  suit  neither  the 
assignees,  nor  the  bankrupt's  executor,  are  parties. 

Mr.  J.  Rvssellf  on  behalf  of  the  executor,  objected  to 
any  Order  being  made  on  this  petition,  as  the  executor 
of  the  bankrupt  had  not  been  served  with  it. 

(a)  Lord  Loughhonmgh*»  General  Order,  8  March  1794  ;  2  Deac.  B.  L. 
89. 

(6)  9  Ves.  590.  There  it  nothiDg  in  the  6  Gto  4.  c.  16.  to  vary  this 
rule.    Ex  parte  Minchin,  2  G.  &  J.  287. 

(c)  1  Meriv.  529. 
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Mr.  Swanston.    The  bankrupt  can  have  no  right  to        1841. 
any  part  of  the  surplus,  until  all  the  joint  debts  are  paid       ^'^^^^ 
as  well  as  the  separate  debts,  together  with  interest  upon        Wood. 
each  description  of  debts.    If  the  Court,  however,  should 
think  that  the  bankrupt's  executor  has  a  right  to  be 
heard  upon  this  occasion,  it  will  not  forget  that  the  peti- 
tioner has  not  brought  him  here,  but  that  he  is  served 
with  the  petition  at  his  own  instance. 

Sir  John  Cross  thought  that  the  bankrupt's  executor 
ought  to  have  been  served  with  the  petition. 

Note.  It  was  then  arranged,  that  copies  of  the  affi- 
davits in  support  of  the  petition  should  be  furnished  to 
Mr.  RusselVs  client,  and  that  he  should  be  heard  in 
opposition,  before  judgment  was  pronounced.  The 
hearing  of  the  petition  then  proceeded. 

Mr.  Saunders,  for  the  separate  creditors.  The  62nd 
section  expressly  declares  that  the  joint  creditors  shall 
not  receive  any  dividends  out  of  the  separate  estate,  until 
all  the  separate  creditors  shall  have  received  the  full 
amount  of  their  respective  debts ;  and  then  the  132nd 
section  prohibits  the  assignees  from  paying  the  surplus 
to  the  bankrupt,  until  all  the  creditors  shall  have  received 
interest  upon  their  debts.  Now,  in  JEx  parte  Reeve  (a). 
Lord  Eldon  says  that  the  interest  is  as  much  a  debt  due 
from  the  bankrupt,  as  the  principal.  If  this  be  so,  then 
it  is  clear  that  the  joint  creditors  have  no  right  to  any 
dividend,  until  the  separate  creditors  have  received  the 
full  amount  of  principal  and  interest  on  their  debts. 
[Sir  John  Cross.  If  Lord  Eldon  alluded  to  interest 
payable    by  contract  on  debts,   then  the   observation 

(a)  9  Vet.  590. 
VOL.  II.  X 


286  CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

1841.  applies;  but  here  the  interest  is  only  given  by  the  act  of 
El  parte  parliament,  and  not  by  contract.]  The  distinction  of  this 
Wood.  ^^gg  f^Q^  those  which  have  been  cited  is,  that  it  is  a 
separate  fiat ;  all  the  other  cases  have  been  under  joint 
commissions  or  fiats.  The  assignees  under  a  separate 
fiat  have  no  power  over  the  joint  estate.  Suppose  a 
dividend  under  the  separate  estate  is,  for  some  cause  or 
other,  delayed  for  four  years,  when  it  is  sufficient  to  pay 
2l8.  in  the  pound.  This  small  surplus  would  not  be 
enough  to  satisfy  the  separate  creditors  interest  on  their 
respective  debts,  and  it  would  be  most  unjust  that  any 
portion  of  it  should  go  to  the  joint  creditors,  until  the 
separate  creditors  have  received  interest  on  their  debts. 

Sir  John  Cross. — As  it  is  a  new  question,  and  one  of 
some  nicety,  and  the  Court  has  consented  to  hear  counsel 
on  behalf  of  the  bankrupt  on  a  future  day,  I  shall  for  the 
present  forbear  expressing  my  opinion. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

July  28.  Mr.  J.  Russell,  and  Mr.  JRolt,  appeared  on  this  day  to 

argue  the  case  on  behalf  of  the  personal  representative 
of  the  bankrupt. 

Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  Anderdon,  for  the  petitioner, 
objected  to  their  being  heard,  unless  their  client  would 
submit  to  be  bound  by  any  Order  which  the  Court  might 
make. 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Rolt,  declined  entering  into 
any  agreement  on  the  subject,  but  insisted  on  their  right 
to  be  heard. 

Sir  John  Cross  held,  that  by  appearing,  the  executor, 
in  efiect,  submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 
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Mr.  StDunston,  and  Mr.  Anderdon,  then  re-opened  the  184I. 
case.  JEx  parte  Marston  (a)  decides  that  the  remedies  ^^  ""^ 
provided  by  7  Geo.  4.  c.  46.,  in  the  case  of  joint  stock  Wood. 
banking  companies,  are  given  in  addition  to  and  are  not 
substituted  for  the  remedies  available  in  ordinary  cases. 
The  same  point  was  decided  in  Ex  parte  Wood(b). 
The  usual  rule  for  the  administration  of  assets  in  the 
case  of  partnerships  is  therefore  applicable,  according  to 
which  the  surplus  of  the  separate  estate,  after  paying  the 
separate  debts  in  full,  is  to  be  distributed  amongst  the 
joint  creditors,  pursuant  to  the  directions  of  the  6  Geo. 
4.  c.  16.  s.  62,  At  all  events,  their  right  to  such  dis- 
tribution cannot  be  disputed  in  this  Court  by  the  per- 
sonal representatives  of  the  bankrupt,  over  whom  the 
Court  has  no  jurisdiction,  and  who  intervene  gratuitously, 
without  having  been  served.  And  they  cited  Devaynes 
V.  Noble  (c),  JEx  parte  Chandler  (d),  JSx  parte  Holmes  (c), 
and  Ex  parte  Taitt{f). 

Mr.  J.  Btissell,  and  Mr.  Rolt,  for  the  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  bankrupt.  We  admit,  that,  where  there 
is  no  solvent  partner,  and  where  the  joint  estate  has  been 
fully  administered,  a  joint  creditor  may  take  a  dividend 
out  of  the  separate  estate ;  but  how  can  that  rule  apply 
to  the  present  case,  where  there  are  many  solvent  part- 
ners, and  where  the  joint  estate  has  not  been  admi- 
nistered, but  is  in  the  course  of  administration  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  ?  It  is  clear,  that  the  joint  estate  must 
first  be  exhausted.  [Sir  John  Cross.  That  might  be 
so,  if  the  joint  estate  were  in  the  course  of  administration 
in  bankruptcy.]     Whether  it  is  actually  in  the  course  of 

(a)  Mont.  &  Ch.  676.  (6)  1  M.  D.  fit  D.  92. 

(c)  2  Russ.  &  My.  495,  and  see  Thorpe  v.  Jackion,  2  Y.  &  C.  653. 

(d)  9  Ves,  35.  (0  2  Ro.  96.  (/)  16  Ves.  193. 
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1'841.        administration  in  bankruptcy,  or  not,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 

^^'^^        joint  creditor  to  have  it  administered,  before  he  resorts  to 
Ex  |iarte 
Wood.        the  separate  estate.     Such  would  have  been  the  terms 

imposed  upon  him  by  a  court  of  equity,  if  Mr.  Web- 
ster had  died,  without  a  fiat  having  issued  against  him, 
and  a  creditors'  suit  had  been  instituted  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  his  estate.  With  regard  to  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s. 
6S., — the  enactment  relied  upon  is  a  negative  one,  merely, 
providing  that  the  proof  of  the  joint  creditor  against  the 
separate  estate  shall  not  entitle  him  to  dividends,  until 
the  separate  creditors  have  been  paid  in  full.  It  was 
not  thereby  intended  to  give  him  any  greater  right  to 
dividends  out  of  the  separate  estate  than  he  had  before, 
but  was  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  settling  the  prac- 
tice which  had  previously  fluctuated ;  Lord  Hardwicke 
and  Lord  Thurlow  acting  upon  one  rule,  and  Lord 
RoBslyn  and  Lord  Eldon  upon  another.  And  they  cited 
Everett  v.  BachJiouse{a)\  and  Dutton  v.  Morrison  (b). 

Mr.  Swanston  having  replied,  judgment  was  deferred. 

July  30.  Sir  John  Cross. — In  this  case  the  bankrupt  was  a  part- 

ner in  a  banking  company  established  at  Manchester,  pur- 
suant to  the  act  for  regulating  co-partnerships  of  bankers 
(7  Geo.  4.  c.  46.),  and  he  was  made  a  bankrupt  by  one 
of  the  creditors  of  the  company,  which  had  previously 
failed,  owing  debts  to  a  large  amount.  The  assignees  have 
paid  all  the  separate  creditors  of  the  bankrupt  20s.  in  the 
pound,  and  they  have  a  surplus  in  their  hands  amounting 
to  6000/.  applicable  to  the  paymentof  the  joint  creditors, 
if  they  are  entitled  thereto.  And  the  petitioner,  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  the  rest  of  the  creditors  of  the  bank,  has 
applied  for  an  Order  for  that  purpose. 

(•)  10  Vet.  97.  (6)  17  V«i.  206.   . 
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At  a  meeting  of  the  Commissioners  held  for  auditing        1841. 
the  assignees'  account^  and  declaring  a  further  dividend,       eP^ 
the  representatives  of  the  bankrupt  then  deceased,  opposed        Wood. 
the  distribution  of  the  fund,  alleging  that  the  affairs  of  the 
banking  company  were  the  subject  of  a  suit  then  depend- 
ing in  the  Court  of  Chancery,   and  that  it  was  not 
competent  for  the  Commissioners  to  interfere  with  the 
surplus  fund,  after  payment  of  the  separate  creditors ;  and, 
on  the  part  of  the  separate  creditors,  a  claim  was  made 
for  interest  on  their  respective  debts,  prior  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  joint  debts.     The  assignees  objected  to  the 
competence  of  the  Commissioners  to  interfere,  without 
obtaining  an  Order  of  this  Court.      Whereupon  the 
Commissioners  adjourned  the  meeting  for  that  purpose. 

The  case  has  been  argued  by  counsel  for  the  assignees, 
for  the  joint  and  for  the  separate  creditors,  and  for  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  bankrupt;  and  I  have  Ailly  considered 
the  claims  and  objections  of  these  several  parties.  As  to 
the  question  whether  the  joint  creditors  are  entitled  to  divi- 
dends, before  any  interest  is  paid  to  the  separate  creditors, 
— I  think  the  62nd  section  of  the  general  act  entitles  the 
creditors  of  the  bank  to  such  previous  payment ;  it  being 
there  enacted,  "  That  such  (joint)  creditors  shall  not 
receive  any  dividend  out  of  the  separate  estate,  until  all 
the  separate  creditors  shall  receive  the  full  amount  of 
their  respective  debts,"  saying  nothing  of  any  interest 
on  those  debts.  And  I  find  no  mention  of  such  interest 
in  the  act,  except  in  the  132nd  section,  where  it  is  enacted, 
'*  that  the  assignee  shall  not  pay  the  surplus  to  the  bank- 
rupt, until  all  the  creditors  who  have  proved  under  the 
commission  shall  have  received  interest  upon  their  debts, 
to  be  calculated  as  there  mentioned.'*  Before  the  passing 
of  that  act,  which  has  made  some  verbal  alterations  in  the 
former,  but  none  I  think  material  to  this  question,  I  find 
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1841. 


Kx  parte 
Wood. 


in  Reeve* 8  case,  reported  in  9  Ves.,  Lord  Eldon  said, 
"  It  is  now  clearly  settled,  that  where  the  separate  cre- 
ditors are  paid  20s.  in  the  pound,  and  there  is  a  surplus, 
it  shall  not  go  immediately  to  pay  interest  to  separate 
creditors,  but  shall  make  the  joint  equal  to  them  as  to 
principal." 

As  to  the  objection  on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt's  per- 
sonal representatives,  I  think  the  existence  of  the  chancery 
suit  cannot  defeat,  and  ought  not  to  suspend,  the  right  of 
the  joint  creditors  to  the  dividends  now  claimed ;  and  I 
think  the  petitioner  is  entitled  to  an  Order  as  prayed. 

Mr.  J.  Russell  then  applied  for  the  costs  of  the  bank- 
rupt's personal  representatives  to  be  paid  out  of  the  es- 
tate, which  was  refused  by  the  Court. 

Order  as  prayed ;  costs  of  the  other  parties  out  of 
the  estate. 


Serjeants*  Inn 

Hall, 

July  17, 

An  official  as- 
signee, who  is 
removed,  has  no 
right  to  retain 
the  papers  be- 
longing  to  the 
bankrupt's 
estate  in  his 
hands,  until  he 
is  remunerated 
for  bis  services 
under  the  fiat ; 
and  if  he  re- 
fuse to  hand 
them  over  to  his 
successor,  he 
will  be  ordered 
to  deliver  them  up,  with  costs. 


Ex  parte  George  John  Graham. — In  the  matter  of 
Isaac  Henry  Robert  Mott. 


This  was  the  petition  of  an  official  assignee,  who  had 
been  appointed  in  the  room  of  one  removed  by  an 
Order  of  this  Court,  praying  that  the  removed  assignee 
might  be  ordered  to  deliver  up  to  the  petitioner  certain 
documents  and  papers  belonging  to  the  bankrupt's  estate. 
The  Order  for  the  removal  of  Mr.  James  Clark,  the  late 
official  assignee,  was  dated  the  20th  April  last;  since 
which  period,  it  appeared  from  the  affidavits  in  support 
of  the  petition,  repeated  applications  had  been  made  by 
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the  petitioner  to  Clark  for  the  documents;  all  of  which        1841. 


had  been  met  either  by  refusal  or  evasion.  tT^^^^ 

^  Ex  parte 

GnAHAM. 

Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  jdnderdon,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  The  petitioner  in  this  case  was  duly  appointed 
by  the  Commissioner,  within  the  provisions  of  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Court  act,  1  &  2  Will.  4.  c.  56.  s.  24.,  which  en- 
ables the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  in  case  of  the  removal  of 
any  official  assignee,  to  appoint  another  in  his  room. 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Glasse,  contra.  This  is  an 
extraordinary  application  made  by  an  official  assignee, 
without  the  concurrence  of  the  creditors'  assignee.  Mr. 
Clark  has  a  large  claim  for  remuneration  for  his  services 
as  official  assignee  in  this  bankruptcy ;  for  every  thing 
was  arranged  by  him  and  brought  up  to  the  period  of 
making  a  dividend  in  this  bankruptcy.  His  remuneration 
would,  if  he  had  been  continued,  have  been  then  ordered 
by  the  Commissioner ;  but  he  is  not  the  less  entitled  to 
remuneration,  because  his  removal  took  place  before  the 
dividend  was  declared.  The  matter  therefore  is  for  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commissioner,  and  not  for  this  Court. 
At  any  rate,  it  ought  to  go  before  the  Commissioner,  in 
the  first  instance ;  which  is  the  proper  jurisdiction  to  de- 
cide, if  any  and  what  remuneration  ought  to  be  paid  to 
Mr.  Clark,  The  petitioner  has  been  allowed  free  access 
to  all  the  documents ;  no  obstacle  or  hindrance  has  been 
interposed ;  and  Mr.  Clark  only  asked,  that  the  act  of 
remuneration  to  which  he  was  entitled  should  be  ascer- 
tained, before  he  parted  with  the  documents  in  question. 
If  the  papers  were  at  once  given  up  by  him,  he  might  be 
unable  to  do  himself  justice  in  respect  of  the  amount  of 
remuneration  claimed  by  him.    The  demand  made  on 
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1841.  Clark  by  the  petitioner  was,  not  to  deliver  up  the  books 
£z  parte  *"^  papers  to  the  assignee,  but  to  one  Pikey  who  was 
Oeaham.      ciert  to  the  solicitor  for  the  petitioner.     There  is  great 

doubt,  whether  this  Court  has  jurisdiction  in  the  matter ; 

as  a  removed  assignee,  Clark  is  a  stranger  to  the  estate  ; 

and  it  is  questionable,  whether  the  Court  has  power  to 

order  him  to  deliver  up  the  papers,  unless  he  came  to  the 

Court  to  claim  some  allowance. 

Mr.  Swanstan,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Sir  John  Cross. — I  feel  sorry  that  it  has  been  neces- 
sary to  bring  a  case  of  this  kind  before  the  Court ;  as  the 
discussion  may  tend  to  cast  discredit  on  a  most  useful 
body  of  men,  the  official  assignees,  who  are  generally 
persons  of  great  intelligence  and  respectability.  In  the 
present  instance,  it  appears  that  Mr.  Clark  was  one  of 
the  original  official  assignees  appointed  for  the  purpose 
of  distributing  more  beneficially  the  estates  and  effects  of 
bankrupts.  By  virtue  of  his  office,  he  had  the  affairs 
of  from  100  to  200  estates  in  his  hands ;  when  suddenly, 
without  warning,  and  without  winding  up  his  accounts, 
he  resigned  his  situation  and  left  all  in  confusion,  retain- 
ing possession  of  important  papers  and  documents,  and 
obstinately  refusing  to  give  them  up  to  the  person  ap- 
pointed to  succeed  him  in  his  office.  Every  thing  there- 
fore must  stand  still,  if  he  is  permitted  to  withhold  these 
papers  from  the  proper  custody  of  the  petitioner.  It  ap- 
pears that  repeated  applications  have  been  made  to  Mr. 
Clark  for  the  papers;  and,  after  a  long  correspondence  on 
the  subject,  a  formal  notice  was  served  on  his  clerk. 
Messages  from  the  Commissioner  were  sent  to  him,  but 
not  attended  to ;  and  I  only  regret  that  more  stringent 
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measures  have  not  been  resorted  to,  and  that  the  Coin->  1841. 
missioner's  summons  was  not  followed  up  by  a  warrant  j^^  ^^ 
and  commitment  to  prison.  It  is  alleged  in  the  petition^  Graham. 
that  personal  service  of  the  Commissioner's  summons  was 
evaded^ — that  C3arA  purposely  kept  out  of  the  way, — that 
he  still  retains  the  papers  on  various  pretences, — and  that 
the  present  application  to  the  Court  became  necessary  in 
order  to  enforce  their  delivery.  These  are  the  circum- 
stances stated  in  the  petition.  How  is  this  met  on  the 
part  of  Clark  ?  As  an  officer  of  the  Court  desirous  of 
doing  his  duty  ?  No — he  has  now  instructed  his  counsel 
to  say,  that  he  is  ready  to  deliver  up  the  books,  if  the 
Commissioner  should  think  fit, — in  order  to  evade  the  pre- 
sent application  to  this  Court,  and  after  urging  every  pos- 
sible objection  as  to  the  form  of  the  proceeding,  and  deny- 
ing the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court.  I  shall  say  little  on  the 
subject  of  jurisdiction,  except  that  there  is  no  doubt  that 
the  Court  possesses  the  jurisdiction,  and  is  resolved  to 
exercise  it.  Mr.  Clark  does  not  deny  a  word  of  the 
charge  against  him  in  the  petition ;  but,  in  an  affidavit  ex- 
ceeding twenty  sheets  in  length,  he  promises  to  do  every 
thing  that  is  right,  but  in  reality  does  nothing.  He  pro- 
poses to  retain  the  papers  in  this  bankruptcy,  until  he 
shall  have  made  up  the  whole  of  his  accounts  relating  to 
this  as  well  as  other  estates — a  proposition  perfectly 
monstrous.  He  insists  on  his  right  of  retention,  until 
remuneration  shall  be  awarded  to  him  for  his  services. 
He  has  no  such  right.  It  is  true,  that  the  law  allows  the 
Commissioner  to  award  him  a  reasonable  remuneration 
for  his  services,  and  he  may  have  some  claims  on  this 
soore;  but  I  hope  that  the  Commissioner,  in  estimating 
the  value  of  these  services,  will  not  forget  the  ser- 
vice he  has  rendered  to  day  in  putting  the  estate  to  the 
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1841.        expense  of  resisting  this  petition.     The  Order  must  be, 

^^^^        that  Clark,  within  a  week  from  the  present  date,  do  de- 
Ex  parte 
GfiiBAM.      liver  up,  on  oath,  to  the  petitioner  all  accounts,  books 

and  papers  relating  to  this  bankrupt's  estate,  and  do  also 

pay  all  the  costs  incurred  in  this  petition. 


Ex  parte  William  Miles  Thomas. — In  the  matter  of 
Hall,  ""  James  Walter  Thomas  and  Sarah  Thomas. 

July  21. 

The  goodwill  of  XHE  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  assignees 

the  baofcnipt's 

trade,  8o  far  as  it  Were  entitled  to  retain  the  proceeds  of  the  stock  in  trade, 

is  local,  passes 

to  his  assignees,  fixtures  and  goodwill  of  an  hotel  at  Bristol,  which  they 
next  of  kin  of  an  had  sold  as  part  of  the  property  of  the  bankrupts;  or 
d^^  iDtMtate/  whether  they  ought  to  pay  over  those  proceeds  to  the  pe- 
li^nessb  their"'  tltioncr,  who  was  the  brother  of  the  bankrupts,  and  who, 
py"wnrof  the  having  taken  out  letters  of  administration  to  their 
uTd^nA^rike'  ™^^^®''>  claimed  the  proceeds  in  question,  on  the  ground 
out  admioistra.   ^hat  the  goodwill,  stock  in  trade  and  fixtures  formed 

tion  to  her  es-  o  ' 

tale.   They  af-  part  of  her  estate.     The  title  to  the  property  was  not 

terwards  be-        *^  . 

come  bankrupt,  clearly  made  out  in  the  petition  or  afiidavits ;  but  it  ap- 
ther  of  the  next  peared  that  the  father  of  the  bankrupts  had  carried  on 
administration,  the  business  up  to  his  death,  holding  the  premises  under 
stock'in  uade*  ^  lease,  which  was  determinable  upon  bankruptcy.  It 
fongedto'the  ^^^  appeared,  that  upon  his  death,  his  son,  the  bank- 
administrator,     y  pj  J    ^    Thomas,  who  was  his  executor  and  had 

and  did  not  pass       ^  * 

to  the  assignees   proved  the  will.  Carried  on  the  business  for  some  time, 

under  the  72nd    *^ 

section;  the       and  then  gave  it  up  to  the  petitioner,  who  afterwards  re- 
case  of  Fox  v.  O  r  IT 
Fuheria)  not    linquished  it  to  the  testator's  widow,  by  whom,  with  the 

generany,  that    assistance  of  her  daughter  (the  other  bankrupt),  it  was 

bankrVpfs         Conducted  until  the  year  1838,  when  the  widow  died 

eutordVunu^,  intestate.     From  that  time  the  business  had  been  carried 

tro  withio  the 

opmtionofthat  (a)  3  B.&  Aid.  135. 
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on  by  the  two  bankrupts,  their  names  appearing  over  the  1841. 
door  of  the  inn,  and  they  having  the  complete  control  -^^^^ 
and  disposition  of  the  property.  No  letters  of  adminis-  Thomas. 
tration  were  taken  out  to  the  intestate's  estate,  till  after 
the  date  of  the  fiat;  but  the  bankrupts  paid  some  of  her 
debts.  In  October  1840  the  fiat  issued,  whereupon  the 
lease  was  determined ;  and  the  assignees  proceeded  to 
sell  the  property  now  in  question.  The  petitioner,  having 
after  the  date  of  the  fiat  taken  out  letters  of  administra- 
tion, now  prayed  by  this  petition,  that  the  assignees  might 
be  directed  to  account  for  and  pay  over  to  him  the  value 
of  the  property  and  effects  belonging  to  the  intestate,  in 
the  petition  mentioned  to  have  been  received  and  sold  by 
them,  together  with  the  sum  of  250/.,  or  such  other  sum 
as  should  appear  to  have  been  produced  by  the  sale  of 
the  goodwill  of  the  business  of  the  hotel. 

Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  Osborne,  for  the  petition. 
First,  as  to  the  proceeds  of  the  goodwill, — they  clearly 
do  not  belong  to  the  assignees ;  goodwill  being  a  de- 
scription of  property  which  from  its  nature  is  incapable  of 
passing  to  the  assignees.     Farr  v.  Pearce  (a). 

The  Court  having  directed  the  question  respecting 
the  goodwill  to  be  argued  separately, 

Mr.  J,  Russell,  and  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  assignees, 
contended  that  the  authority  of  Farr  v.  Pearce  did  not 
apply ;  as  the  decision  there  was  expressly  grounded  on 
the  circumstance,  that  the  business  in  that  case  was  that 
of  a  surgeon ;  which  circumstance  was  considered,  as  dis- 
tinguishing the  case  from  one  relating  to  a  mere  commer< 
cial  speculation. 

(a)  3  Mad.  74,  and  see  Crutwell  v.  Lye,  17  Vcs.  335. 
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1841.  ^^*  Swanston,  in  reply. 


Ex  ptite 

Thomas.  Sir  JoHN  Cross. — I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  in 

bankruptcy,  on  which  a  question  has  arisen  respecting 
the  commodity  called  goodwill ;  and  yet,  according  to  the 
present  argument,  there  must  exist  such  a  commodity  in 
every  bankruptcy.  It  is  easy  to  conceive  there  to  be 
such  a  thing  as  local  goodwill,  arising  from  the  habit 
which  customers  have  been  in  of  frequenting  the  same 
place.  There  is  another  kind  of  goodwill  which  may 
be  called  personal,  and  this  has  been  said  to  be  incapable 
of  sale  (a).  But  there  may  be  a  goodwill,  like  that  in  the 
present  case,  which  is  partly  personal  and  partly  local. 
This,  80  far  as  it  was  personal,  remained  with  the  bank- 
rupts, notwithstanding  their  bankruptcy,  and  did  not  pass 
to  the  assignees ;  for  it  is  nothing  else  than  the  power  to 
recommend  the  customers  of  the  old  concern  to  the  new 
one,  a  power  which  cannot  be  exercised  by  assignees. 
So  far  therefore  as  this  goodwill  is  personal,  it  does  not 
appear  to  me  to  belong  to  either  of  the  parties  now  be- 
fore me.  It  is  a  matter  of  ordinary  occurrence,  that 
where  a  publican  has  premises  for  the  residue  of  a  term, 
he  can  sell  the  goodwill ;  for  he  can  decline  to  give  up 
the  possession,  unless  upon  receiving  a  premium.  But  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  under  the  peculiar  circumstance  of 
this  case,  no  such  thing  as  goodwill  can  be  considered 
as  having  been  sold  by  the  assignees,  there  being  in  fact 
no  such  commodity  to  sell.  Counsel  may  therefore  ad- 
dress themselves  to  the  rest  of  the  case. 

Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.   Osborne,  for  the  petition. 
The  property  in  question  must  be  regarded  as  that  of  the 

(«)  SceLord  £/<foii'i  obiervation  in  Crutwell  v.  L^,  17  Ves.  335;  1 
Rom,  133,  and  lee  fuither  I  Deac.  B.  L.  388. 
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intestate;  the  title  of  the  bankrupts,  and  consequently  that  1841. 
of  the  assignees,  being  derived  entirely  from  her.  They  ^^ 
cannot  dispute  her  title,  nor  set  up  any  other  paramount  Thomas. 
to  hers,  but  must  admit  the  true  ownership  to  have  been  in 
the  intestate ;  and,  even  if  it  were  admitted  that  the  pro- 
perty was  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupts 
at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  still  that  circumstance 
would  not  entitle  the  assignees  to  it,  for  two  reasons: 
first,  that  the  possession  of  the  bankrupts  was  of  a  fidu- 
ciary character,  they  having  taken  upon  themselves  the 
office  of  personal  representatives;  and  secondly,  that  firom 
the  death  of  the  intestate  to  the  present  time,  there  has 
been  no  one  filling  the  character  of  true  owner;  and,  con- 
sequently, the  other  requisite  for  the  purpose  of  bringing 
the  case  within  the  72nd  section,  namely,  the  consent  of 
the  true  owner,  is  wanting. 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  assignees. 
The  property  having  after  the  death  of  the  father  passed 
through  the  possession,  first  of  one  son,  and  then  of 
another,  and  then  of  the  intestate,  has  ever  since  her 
death  been  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupts ; 
and  granting,  as  is  contended  on  the  other  side,  that  the 
intestate  was  the  true  owner,  the  case  of  Fox  v.  Fisher  {a) 
establishes  conclusively,  that  there  is  no  such  want  of 
consent  of  a  true  owner  here,  as  to  prevent  the  property 
passing  to  the  assignees  under  the  72ud  section.  In  that 
case  Bailey  J.  said,  *'  If  we  were  to  hold  that  a  posses- 
sion of  this  sort  could  be  defeated  by  administration  sub- 
sequently taken  out,  we  should  make  an  end  of  the  sta- 
tute of  James.  The  possession  here  would  naturally 
induce  the  creditor  to  suppose  that  the  goods  were  the 
bankrupt's  property,  and  that  he  had  (if  necessary)  taken 

(a)  3B.&Ald.l35. 
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1841.        out  letters  of  administration,  as  he  was  entitled  to  do. 

JJ^^^^        There  are  cases  which  show,  that  where  an  executor  uses 
Ex  parte 

Thomas.  goods  of  the  testator  as  his  own,  those  goods  may  be 
seized  under  an  execution  against  the  executor.  Here 
the  bankrupt  had  for  nearly  twelve  years  possession  of 
these  goods,  with  the  consent  of  all  who  were  entitled 
to  dispute  it  with  him,  and  that  is  enough  to  satisfy  the 
words  of  the  statute."  The  only  difference  between  the 
present  case,  and  the  case  of  Fox  v.  Fisher  (a),  is  this  ; 
that  a  longer  interval  had  there  occurred  between  the 
death  of  the  intestate  and  the  date  of  the  fiat ;  but  that 
circumstance  can  make  no  difference,  the  principle  of  the 
decision  in  Fox  v.  Fisher  being,  that  any  person  claim- 
ing under  the  intestate,  even  a  creditor,  might  have  taken 
out  administration,  if  he  wished  to  prevent  the  estate  from 
passing  under  a  fiat;  and  that  if  all  persons  so  interested 
stand  by  and  do  not  interfere,  they  must  be  held  to  con- 
sent to  the  possession.  [Sir  «/•  Cross.  Can  it  be  said,  that 
the  administrator  becomes  the  true  owner  by  relation  to  the 
time  of  the  death  ?  ]  Whether  that  technical  expression  be 
given  to  the  rule  or  not,  the  rule  itself  is  fully  borne  out  by 
the  reasons  we  have  stated.  With  regard  to  the  argument 
founded  on  the  notion  of  the  bankrupt's  possession  being 
of  a  fiduciary  character,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the 
bankrupts  were  carrying  on  the  business  of  the  intestate, 
which  they  had  no  right  to  do,  as  administrators,  or  in  a 
fiduciary  character.  They  could  only  have  done  so,  as 
owners  of  the  property ;  and  all  those  interested  in  the 
assets,  including  the  petitioner,  permitted  them  to  be  dealt 
with  in  this  mode.  If  the  Court  went  beyond  the  re- 
puted ownership,  and  looked  for  the  legal  title  to  the 
property,  it  is  not  shown  to  be  in  the  petitioner ;  nor  are 


(a)  3  B.  &  Aid.  135. 
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there  materials  before  the  Court  for  deciding  upon  the        1841. 


question.  E,p^ 

Thomas. 

Mr.  Stoanston^  in  reply.  The  case  is  distinguishable 
from  Fox  v.  Fisher ;  in  the  first  place^  as  regards  the 
length  of  the  interval  between  the  death  of  the  intestate 
and  the  fiat,  upon  which  the  Court  in  Fox  v.  Fisher  (a) 
relied  very  much.  In  the  next  place^  the  bankrupts, 
by  paying  debts  of  the  intestate,  became  executors  de 
leur  tortj  and  therefore  took  upon  themselves  to  act  as 
trustees.  If  all  their  acts  were  not  wholly  consistent 
with  the  character  of  trustees,  that  circumstance  is  im- 
material, and  cannot  improve  their  situation  or  that  of 
those  claiming  under  them.  In  Fox  v.  Fisher  there  had 
been  no  payment  of  debts,  and  no  assumption  of  the 
character  of  personal  representative ;  and  even  if  the  cases 
were  more  nearly  alike,  it  must  be  remembered  that 
Fox  V.  Fisher  was  decided  by  a  court  of  law,  which 
cannot  take  into  consideration  the  equitable  rights  of  the 
parties.  That  authority,  therefore,  would  not  necessarily 
bind  this  Court,  which  is  one  of  equity,  as  well  as  law. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Sir  John  Cross. — In  this  case,  the  petitioner  is  the  juiy  30. 
sole  administrator  of  the  effects  of  his  mother,  Susan 
Thomas,  who  kept  a  hotel  at  Bristol,  and  died  in  the 
occupation  thereof,  leaving  her  house,  furniture  and 
stock  in  trade  in  the  possession  of  her  daughter,  one  of 
the  bankrupts,  who  was  then  residing  with  and  assisting 
her  mother  in  carrying  on  the  business.  The  other 
bankrupt  then  went  to  reside  with  his  sister,  and  they 
jointly  continued  in  the  occupation  of  the  premises  and 

(a)  3  Barn,  k  Aid.  13& 
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1841.  efiects^  and  carried  on  the  business  as  before  in  all 
E  Mrte  respects, — and  acted  as  the  legal  representatives  of  the 
Thomas.  intestate,  but  without  having  taken  out  any  letters  of 
administration,  —  up  to  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy; 
except  that  the  sister  had  retired  shortly  before,  leav- 
ing the  other  bankrupt  in  the  sole  possession.  The 
assignees  have  succeeded  to  the  possession,  and  have 
sold  furniture  and  effects  left  by  the  intestate  to  the 
amount  it  is  alleged  of  1000/.  and  upwards,  which  they 
claim  to  be  entitled  to  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  as  being 
in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  James 
Thomas^  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy.  The  intestate 
left  three  sons  and  a  daughter;  and  her  son  William,  the 
petitioner,  has  since  the  bankruptcy  taken  out  letters  of 
administration,  and  become  her  sole  legal  representative. 
Now  if  the  bankrupt  had  obtained  such  administration 
before  his  failure,  these  effects  would  have  been  clearly 
trust  property  in  his  hands,  and  as  such  not  liable  to  be 
administered  amongst  his  creditors;  and  I  think  they  were 
subject  to  all  the  same  equities,  though  he  was  dealing 
with  them  as  her  executor  de  son  tart,  and  that  it  is  so  in 
the  hands  of  the  assignees.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion, 
that  the  petitioner  is  entitled  to  call  upon  the  assignees  to 
account  with  him  for  the  produce  of  the  effects  of  the 
intestate  which  have  come  to  their  hands,  and  have  been 
sold  by  them ;  and  that,  in  taking  such  account,  the  assig- 
nees are  entitled  to  set  off  any  debts  of  the  intestate, 
which  the  bankrupts  may  have  paid  beyond  the  value  of 
her  stock  in  trade  disposed  of  by  them  to  their  own  use, 
and  of  monies  of  the  intestate  received  by  them.  And  until 
such  account  be  taken,  let  the  rest  of  the  matters  of  this 
petition  stand  for  further  directions,  except  as  to  a  sum 
claimed  fi'om  the  assignees  for  the  goodwill  of  the  hotel ; 


\ 
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as  to  which  the  petition  is  dismissed,  the  petitioner  not  1841. 
having  made  out  any  title  to  such  claim.  I  was  much  £,  _(, 
pressed  in  the  argument  of  this  case,  by  the  case  of  Fox 
V.  Fisher;  but  1  think,  though  it  bears  in  some  respects  a 
resemblance  to  the  present  case,  the  Court  did  not  then 
intend  to  lay  down  a  general  rule,  that  in  all  cases  where 
a  bankrupt  had  in  his  hands  at  the  time  of  his  failure  any 
efiects  as  executor  de  son  tort,  they  were  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  and  distributable  among  the 
creditors  of  the  bankrupt. 

The  Order  was,  that  the  assignees  should  come  to 
an  account  with  the  petitioner,  as  administrator  of 
the  intestate,  for  the  value  of  the  furniture  and 
effects  of  which  she  died  possessed,  and  which  at 
her  decease  came  into  the  possession  of  the  bank- 
rupts, or  either  of  them,  and  which  had  been  since 
sold  by  the  assignees;  and,  in  taking  such  account, 
the  assignees  were  to  have  credit  for  all  debts  of 
the  intestate  paid  by  the  bankrupts,  or  either  of 
them,  since  her  decease,  exceeding  the  value  of 
the  stock  in  trade  sold  or  disposed  of  by  the 
bankrupts ;  and  the  assignees  were  to  account  to 
the  petitioner  for  any  property  of  the  intestate 
received  by  the  bankrupts  since  her  decease,  and 
that  had  come  to  the  hands  of  the  assignees ;  and 
as  to  the  goodwill,  the  Court  made  no  order. 
Further  directions  and  costs  were  reserved. 
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1841. 

^•^v-^  Ex  parte  John  Georoe  Nutting,  and  another.— In 

Serjm^U^lnn  ^j^^  ^^^^^^  of  ThOMAS  HaMLET. 

July  22. 

Where  the  •■-  HIS  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor  claiming  a  lien,  as 

wM  a"iirector  mortgagee,  on  sundry  shares  held  by  the  bankrupt  in  the 
comit°y?m'^^^^  "General  Steam  Navigation  Company,"  "The  British 
toS^ure'aa""*  ^^  ^^S^^  Company,"  and  "  The  Columbian  Mining 
advance  of        Association,"  of  which  companies  the  bankrupt  was  also 

money,  but  '  r  r 

itipuiated  that    an  acting  director. 

no  notice  shoald 

be  given  of  the        The  petition  Stated,  that  by  indenture,  dated  the  9th 

transaction  to 

the  company,      September  1836,  between  the  bankrupt  of  the  one  part, 

not  wishing  it  to         %     r  i       ^^        i         t 

be  known  to  his  and  John  Crossley,  deceased,  of  the  other  part,  reciting 
tors,  and  the'  that  the  bankrupt  had  applied  to  Crossley  to  lend  him  the 
SdeTtolthissti-  ®^™  of 2300/.,  and  that  for  securing  the  repayment  thereof 
sharw  wire  held  ^^^  bankrupt  had  given  his  bond  for  the  payment  of  this 
order  and*dis-     **^™*  bearing  even  date  with  the  indenture ;  it  was  wit- 

Ciion  of  the     nessed,  that  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  2300/.  paid  by 
krupt  wilhm  *:  ^ 

the  meaning  of  Crossley  to  the  bankrupt,  the  bankrupt  did  thereby  bar- 
c.  16.  s.  72.  gain,  sell,  assign,  transfer,  and  set  over  unto  the  said 
John  Crossley^  his  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs the  several  shares  therein  particularly  mentioned 
and  specified,  the  particulars  whereof  were  mentioned  or 
specified  in  the  schedule  thereunder  written;  together  with 
the  full  benefit  and  advantage  to  be  had  and  derived  from 
the  said  shares,  and  all  dividends,  bonuses,  and  other 
profits  or  proceeds  then  and  thenceforth  to  grow  due 
upon  and  in  respect  of  the  same ;  and  all  the  right,  title, 
&c.,  together  with  all  powers,  remedies,  and  means  what- 
sover  requisite  or  necessary  for  recovering,  receiving, 
and  giving  effectual  receipts,  releases,  and  discharges  for 
the  monies  to  become  due  or  payable  under  or  by  virtue 
of  the  said  several  shares;  to  hold,  receive,  and  take 
the  same  unto  the  said  John  Crossley^  his  executors. 
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administrators,  and  assigns,  absolutely,  subject  neverthe-        1841. 
less  to  redemption  as  therein  mentioned.    And  the  bank-       J^'^^ 

£z  puto 

nipt  did  thereby  covenant  and  agree,  whenever  thereto  Nuttiho. 
required  by  the  said  John  Crossley,  his  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, or  assigns,  to  transfer  or  procure  the  said 
several  shares  to  be  transferred  into  the  name  or  names 
of  him  the  said  John  Crossley,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, or  assigns  in  the  transfer  books  of  the  said  several 
companies  respectively;  subject  nevertheless  to  redemp- 
tion, on  payment  to  the  said  John  Crossley ^  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns  of  2S00/.  on  the  9th  November 
then  next,  with  interest  at  five  per  cent,  per  annum. 

At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  this  indenture,  the 
several  certificates  under  the  hands  of  the  directors  of 
the  above-mentioned  companies,  entitling  the  bankrupt  to 
the  said  several  shares,  were  delivered  by  him  to  Crossley; 
and  the  same  remained  in  his  possession  up  to  the  time  of 
his  decease,  and  had  ever  since  been  and  were  then  in  the 
possession  of  the  petitioners,  as  his  executors.  No  formal 
notice  was  given  to  either  of  the  companies  of  the  inden- 
ture of  assignment,  or  the  delivery  of  the  certificates ; 
and  the  petitioners  contended  that  none  such  was  neces- 
sary, as  the  bankrupt  was  an  acting  director  in  each  of 
the  several  companies. 

Crossley  died  on  the  31st  December  1840,  leaving  the 
petitioners  his  executors. 

The  bankrupt  duly  paid  the  interest,  which  became 
due  from  time  to  time  upon  the  debt  of  2300/.,  up  to  the 
9th  September  1840 ;  but,  at  the  period  of  his  bankruptcy, 
the  whole  of  the  principal  with  an  arrear  of  interest  was 
due  from  him. 

The  petitioners  had  applied  to  prove  for  the  amount 
of  the  principal  and  interest  due ;  but  their  application 

y2 
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1 841 .  was  opposed  on  tbe  part  of  the  assignees,  who  insisted  that 
Ex  parte  ^^^V  ^^^^  entitled  to  the  several  shares  as  part  of  the 
Nutting,  bankrupt's  estate,  and  called  upon  the  petitioners  to 
deliver  over  to  them  the  several  share  certificates,  before 
any  proof  for  the  debt  was  admitted,  on  the  ground  that 
no  sufficient  notice  had  been  given  to  the  several  com- 
panies of  the  execution  of  the  indenture  of  assignment ; 
and,  on  the  petitioners  refusing  to  comply  with  this 
requisition,  the  proof  was  rejected. 

The  assignees  had  since  given  notice  in  writing  to  the 
petitioners,  requiring  them  to  deliver  up  the  certificates, 
and  had  also  threatened  to  bring  an  action  of  trover  for 
them  against  the  petitioners. 

The  prayer  was,  that  the  petitioners  might  be  declared 
to  be  entitled  to  the  several  shares  by  virtue  of  the  in- 
denture of  assignment,  and  for  the  usual  reference  to  the 
Commissioners  to  take  an  account  of  what  was  due  to 
the  petitioners  for  principal  and  interest  up  to  the  date 
of  tbe  fiat;  that  the  shares  might  be  sold  to  satisfy  the 
amount  of  what  should  be  so  found  due,  and  that  the 
petitioners  might  prove  for  the  residue  which  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  were  insufficient  to  discharge ;  and  that  in  the 
meantime  the  assignees  might  be  restrained  from  com- 
mencing any  action  at  law,  or  other  proceedings,  against 
the  petitioners  for  recovering  the  share  certificates. 

In  answer  to  the  allegations  in  the  petition,  it  was 
sworn  by  the  bankrupt,  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  indenture  there  was  an  express  stipulation  between 
him  and  Crossley^  that  the  latter  should  not  give  any 
notice  to  the  companies  of  the  assignment  of  the  seve- 
ral shares ;  as  the  bankrupt,  being  a  director  of  the 
several  companies,  did  not  wish  it  to  be  known  to  his 
brother  directors  that  he  had  assigned  his  shares ;  and 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  306 

there  was  moreover  a  bye  law  of  the  several  companies,        1841. 
that  no  shares  should  be  assigned  or  transferred,  without       ^^     ^^ 
leave  of  the  directors.     The  bankrupt  also  swore,  that      Nuttino. 
the  interest  stipulated  to  be  given  was  10/.  percent., and 
not  5/.  per  cent.,  as  stated  in  the  deed ;  and  one  receipt 
from  CrossUy  for  interest  at  10/.  per  cent,  was  proved 
to  have  been  given  to  the  bankrupt.     The  bankrupt's 
affidavit  was  contradicted,  as  to  the  usurious  interest; 
but  there  was  no  contradiction,  as  to  the  stipulation  of 
Cro8$ley  not  to  give  notice  to  the  directors  of  the  assign- 
ment of  the  shares. 

Mr.  Swanston,  in  support  of  the  petition,  relied  on 
the  case  of  Duncan  v.  Chamherlayne  (a),  where  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  of  England  held  that  a  party,  who  had  effected 
a  policy  of  assurance  with  a  mutual  assurance  company, 
was  to  be  considered  a  partner  in  the  company,  and 
therefore  that  no  formal  notice  was  necessary  to  be  given 
to  the  company  of  the  deposit  of  the  policy  with  a  third 
person ;  as  notice  to  one  partner  was  an  implied  notice 
to  all.  [Sir  John  Cross.  There  is  this  peculiarity  in 
the  present  case,  that  it  was  expressly  agreed  that  Hamlet 
should  continue  to  be  the  reputed  owner.]  That  agree- 
ment by  Crossley  to  dispense  with  giving  express  notice, 
cannot  detract  from  the  effect  of  what  the  law  considers 
as  implied  notice.  If  constructive  notice  is  sufficient, 
without  express  notice,  then  the  stipulation  of  Hamlet, 
that  express  notice  should  not  be  given,  is  not  to  preju- 
dice the  title  of  the  petitioners,  which  would  have  been 
good,  without  any  express  notice.  If  their  title  would 
have  been  good,  founded  on  an  implied  notice,  then  ex- 
press notice  would  have  been  an  useless  ceremony ;  for, 

(a)  11  Sim.  123. 
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1841.        in  contemplation  of  law,  implied  notice  is  as  effectual  as 
J,  express  notice.     The  transaction  itself,  on  the  authority 

NuTTiNo.  of  the  case  before  the  Vice-Chancellor,  involved  notice 
to  the  co-partners  of  the  bankrupt  in  the  insurance  office. 
Could  the  bankrupt  therefore  continue  reputed  owner  of 
the  shares,  when  the  change  of  ownership  was  known  to 
his  copartners?  On  the  other  part  of  the  case,  namely, 
the  defence  set  up  on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  stipula- 
tion for  interest  at  10/.  per  cent., — the  bankrupt  contra- 
dicts his  own  deed,  which  expressly  provides  that  interest 
shall  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum ;  and 
he  waits  to  set  up  this  defence,  until  the  other  party  to 
the  deed  is  dead.  Moreover,  from  the  year  1836  to  the 
present  time,  he  only  produces  one  solitary  receipt  from 
Crassley,  which  happens  to  fit  his  oath.  To  contradict 
the  provisions  of  the  deed  in  this  respect,  there  ought  to 
have  been  a  series  of  documents  in  evidence,  which  the 
bankrupt  has  failed  to  produce. 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  for  the  assignees,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court 

Sir  John  Cross. — If  the  facts  stated  in  Hamlet's 
affidavit  had  depended  upon  his  sole  testimony,  I  should 
have  been  cautious  in  acting  upon  his  evidence ;  as  he  is 
an  interested  witness,  and  his  affidavit  has  been  in  part 
contradicted.  But  then  it  has  been  also  partially  con- 
firmed by  the  evidence  adduced  by  the  petitioner.  For 
in  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Whickham,  a  professional  man, 
which  is  made  in  reply  to  the  bankrupt's  affidavit, 
although  he  swears  that  he  was  privy  to  the  transaction 
between  Crossley  and  the  bankrupt,  and  that  only  51.  per 
cent,  interest  was  to  be  given,  yet  he  does  not  venture 
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to  deny  that  there  was  a  private  stipulation  agreed  to  on        1841. 

the  part  of  Crossley^  not  to  give  express  notice  of  the       £,  parte 

assignment  of  the  shares  to  the  insurance  companies. 

Now,  if  it  was  concerted  between  the  parties  to  make  the 

transfer  of  the  shares  secret,  it  was  emphatically  a  case 

within  the  meaning  of  the  72nd  section  of  the  bankrupt 

act ;  and  the  effect  of  the  arrangement,  as  it  seems  to  me, 

was  to  give  the  original  owner  of  the  shares  the  order 

and  disposition  of  them  for  certain  purposes,  and  this, 

too,  by  a  special  contrivance  with  the  true  owner.     I 

am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  bankrupt  continued 

reputed  owner  of  the  shares  in  question,  and  that  they 

were  in  his  order  and  disposition,  with  the  consent  of 

the  true  owner,  at  the  period  of  his  bankruptcy,  within 

the  meaning  of  the  7gnd  section. 

Mr.  Swanston.  The  shares  of  one  of  the  companies 
which  were  assigned  were  in  the  Columbian  Mining 
Association;  the  very  object  of  which  imports  a,  freehold 
interest  in  the  shareholders ;  and  no  notice  of  any  con- 
veyance or  transfer  of  interest  is  necessary,  in  the  case  of 
freehold  property. 

Sir  John  Cross. — The  Court  cannot  infer  a  freehold 
interest  in  these  shares,  from  the  mere  name  of  the 
company. 

Petition  dismissed,  with  costs. 
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1841. 

Ex  parte  John  Green  Crosse. — In  the  matter  of 

Seijeantt'  Inn  SuSAN  BeDINGFIELD. 

Hall, 
July  22. 

Where  a  plain-  1  HIS  was  a  petition  of  the  executor  of  a  creditor  to 
decree  against     prove  the  amount  of  a  debt  under  a  decree  of  the  Court 

the  defendant,        c  ni^ 
referring  it  to     o*  Chancery. 

take  an  account  "^^^  bankrupt^  as  surety  for  her  son  James  Bedingjield, 
du^to  thipiain-  ^"  *®  ^^^^  August  1822,  entered  with  him  into  a  joint  and 
whanhe^Masier  ^^^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  Thomas  Bayley^  for  the  payment  by 
to  u?  d^  ^""^  •^^'"^  Bedingjield  to  Bayley  of  an  annuity  of  60/.  for  the 
t*o^thi*^hi^^lf  ^^^^  ^^  Bayley,  by  half  yearly  payments  on  the  11th 
wiih  costs  to  be  November,  and  the  11th  May,  in  every  year.     A  me- 

laxedbythe  J^  J   J 

Master;  and      morial  of  the  bond  was  duly  inroUed  in  the  Court  of 

the  Master  did     ^,  _  t^    ,./.,,.,     , 

not  make  his  Chancery.  James  Bedingjield  paid  the  annuity  up  to 
after  a' fiat  had  ^^^  ^^^^  November  1824,  but  no  longer.  Thomas 
KfSt;  -S^y^^  died  on  the  11th  March  1834,  leaving  the  peti- 
decree  was  not  ^^^^^^  ^^^  executor,  who  filed  a  bill  in  Chancery  against 
fore'th'°^*^*'^^ff  "^^^"^^  Bcdingfield  and  the  bankrupt,  to  recover  the 
was  not  entitled  arrears  of  the  annuity  from  the  11th  November  1824  to 

to  prove  for  the 

amount  of  the     the  death  of  Bayley.     By  a  decree  of  the  Vice  Chancellor 

debt  and  costs  .         . 

found  due  by  the  of  England  made  in  this  cause,  dated  the  2nd  March  1841, 

Master's  report 

A  petitionto  ^^  was  Ordered  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Master  to 
should  nVbe'**  ^^^^  ^^  account  of  the  arrears  of  the  annuity  from  the  1 1th 
fhT^^U^tell  November  1824  to  the  11th  March  1834,  such  arrears  not 
Commiwioners    *°  ^^ceed  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  500/.,  being  the  amount 

and  is  taken       of  the  penalty  of  the  bond;  and  that  what  the  Master 

into  the  office 

for  allowance,     should  certify  to  be  due  on  the  said  annuity  should  be  paid 

to  the  petitioner  by  James  Bedingjield  and  the  bankrupt ; 

and  that  the  Master  should  tax  the  petitioner  his  costs, 

and   that  the   costs  when  so  taxed  should  be  paid  by 

James  Bedingjield  and  the  bankrupts. 

On  the  8rd  May  1841,  the  Master  made  his  report, 
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by  which  he  found  that  the  sum  of  466/.  135. 4d.  remained         1841. 

due  on  acccount  of  the  arrears  of  the  annuity,  and  that       ^"^ 

•"  Ex  parte 

he  had  taxed  the  plaintiflTs  costs  at  the  sum  of  263/.  3s.        Cbosbk. 

The  fiat  was  issued  on  the  2nd  April  1841. 

On  the  28th  May  the  petitioner  applied  to  prove  the 
amount  of  his  debt  established  by  the  decree  and  the 
Master's  report;  but  the  Commissioners  rejected  the  proof, 
on  the  ground  that  the  report  had  not  been  confirmed; 
and  allowed  a  claim  only  to  be  entered  on  the  proceedings 
for  the  sum  of  719/.  \6s.  4rf.  They  also  refused  to  stay 
the  bankrupt's  certificate,  although,  as  the  petition  al- 
leged, the  amount  of  his  debt  would  have  turned  the 
certificate. 

The  petitioner  contended,  that  by  the  decree  of  the 
Vice  Chancellor,  the  debt  became  equivalent  to  a  judg- 
ment debt,  and  tiiat  the  Master's  report  did  not,  according 
to  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  require  con- 
firmation. 

The  prayer  was,  that  the  claim  might  be  directed  to  be 
entered  as  a  proof  on  the  proceedings,  and  that  in  the 
mean  time  the  allowance  of  the  bankrupt's  certificate 
might  be  stayed. 

Mr.  Koe,  in  support  of  the  petition.  A  decree  to  pay 
a  sum  of  money  is,  in  all  respects,  equal  in  force  to  a 
judgment  at  law  ;  and  we  contend,  that  the  decree  in  the 
present  instance  was  a  final  decree ;  for  it  directs  abso- 
lutely the  payment  to  the  petitioner  of  what  the  Master 
should  find  to  be  due  from  James  Bedingfield  and  the 
bankrupt.  There  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  this 
report  requires  confirmation.  The  Court  declared  that 
what  was  due  on  the  bond  was  a  debt  due  from  the 
bankrupt  to  the  petitioner,  the  amount  of  which  only  was 
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1841.  to  be  ascertained  by  the  Master,  and  that  whatever  the 
^^  Master  reported  to  be  due  should  be  paid  by  the  bankrupt. 
CBO0SB.  [^\v  John  Cross.  Can  this  Court  make  any  order  not  to 
allow  a  certificate,  when  the  petition  contains  no  aver- 
ment that  the  Commissioners  have  signed  it?  Without 
the  signatures  of  the  Commissioners,  it  is  in  all  respects 
a  non-existing  certificate.]  Since  the  petition  was  pre- 
sented, the  Commissioners  have  signed  the  certificate,  and 
it  is  now  with  the  proceedings  in  Court.  The  Court 
may  look  at  the  proceedings,  to  see  whether  the  fact  is 
so.  [Sir  John  Cross.  Upon  referring  to  the  proceedings, 
it  certainly  does  now  appear  that  the  certificate  has  come 
into  the  office,  and  has  already  been  stayed  until  the 
hearing  of  this  petition.]  It  is  expressly  alleged  also  in 
the  petition,  that  if  the  petitioner  had  been  admitted  to 
prove,  the  effect  would  have  been  to  turn  the  certificate. 

Mr.  Stcanston,  for  the  bankrupt,  referred  to  Ex  parte 
Groame(a)f  where  Lord  JEldon  said,  that  he  was  strongly 
inclined  to  think  that  a  prospective  petition  to  stay  a 
certificate  could  not  be  supported. 

The  assignees  did  not  appear. 

Mr.  Koe^  in  reply.  The  case  of  JEx  parte  Groome 
has  no  application  to  the  present.  The  only  point 
decided  there  was,  that  the  bankrupt  ought  to  have  been 
personally  served  with  the  petition  to  stay  the  certificate; 
and  the  Lord  Chancellor  merely  alluded  to  a  prospective 
petition  to  stay  a  certificate,  before  the  bankrupt  had 
passed  his  last  examination. 

Sir  John  Cross. —  The  Court  would  not  make  any 

(«)  Buck,  '39. 
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order  to  stay  the  certificate,  without  a  petition  in  the        1841. 

usual  form,  which  ought  not  to  be  presented  until  the        ^^^^ 

Ex  parte 
certificate  is  signed  by  the  Commissioners,  and  taken  into       Crobsx. 

the  office  for  allowance.  Staying  the  allowance  of  a 
certificate  is  a  case  strictissimi  juris^  and  in  such  a  pro- 
ceeding parties  are  always  held  strictly  to  matters  of 
form.  The  opposing  creditor  states  in  his  petition,  that 
he  was  wronged  by  the  Commissioners  refusing  to  stay 
the  certificate ;  but  one  of  the  chief  grounds  for  the  cre- 
ditor coming  to  this  Court  is,  that  the  Commissioners 
have  signed  the  certificate;  a  petition  previously  presented 
being  premature.  If  any  improper  proceeding  had  been 
alleged  on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt,  the  case  would  have 
been  difierent ;  but  nothing  of  the  kind  appears.  Then, 
as  to  the  debt,  the  question  is,  whether  the  two  sums 
for  debt  and  costs,  as  specified  in  the  decree,  are  prove- 
able.  It  is  settled,  that  a  judgment  must  be  entered 
up,  before  it  can  be  admitted  to  proof  under  a  fiat  in 
bankruptcy ;  and  it  is  clearly  established  by  Walker  v. 
Barnes  (a),  and  Haswell  v.  Thorogood  (i),  that  where 
judgment  is  not  signed  until  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
party  against  whom  it  is  obtained,  neither  the  debt,  nor 
the  costs,  are  proveable.  I  admit  that  a  decree  of  a  Court 
of  equity  is  equal  in  force  to  a  judgment  at  law,  provided 
the  decree  is  final.  But  the  question  is  here,  whether 
the  decree  of  the  Vice  Chancellor,  referring  it  to  the 
Master  to  take  an  account  of  the  arrears  of  the  annuity, 
is  to  be  considered  final,  or  only  interlocutory.  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  decree  must  be  considered  only  inter- 
locutory ;  as  a  question  of  computation  was  to  be  settled, 
before  the  decree  could  have  any  effect ;  and  moreover, 
before  a  decree  can  be  considered  final,  it  must  be  signed 

(a)  6  Taunt.  778.  (6)  7  B.  &  C.  706. 
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1841. 


by  the  judge  in  equity,  and  be  inrolled.     Whether  the 
petitioner  has  not  a  proveable  debt  on  the  bond,  inde- 
Ex  parte       pendently  of  the  decree,  to  the  amount  of  466/.  I3s,  4rf., 
is  another  question,  which  is  not  now  before  the  Court. 


Petition  dismissed,  as  against  the  bankrupt,  with 
costs,  and  certificate  to  be  allowed. 


Ex  parte   Robert  Dixon. — In  the  matter  of  James 
^^•'*^:?;/"'*  Robinson. 

July  26. 
A  joini  and  se-    iHIS  was  a  petition  to  transfer  a  proof,  which  had  been 

who  has  proved  m&de  against  the  joint  estate  of  James  Robinson  and 
^t^^nti^r"^^  William  Cooper  Robinson,  to  the  separate  estate  of  the 
milted,  wittout   former. 

special  grounds, 

to  retire  from  his  The  bankrupt  and  W.  C.  Robinson  carried  on  busi- 
proof  and  * 

prove  against  ness  in  partnership  as  scriveners  at  Hull,  and  the  peti- 
tbe  separate  es-     .  ^  r 

tate.  tioner  had  in  July  1839  entrusted  them  with  the  sum  of 

500/.,  to  be  invested  for  him  at  interest ;  but,  in  November 

1840,  no  investment  having  been  made,  the  bankrupt, 

James  Robinson,  signed  in  the  name  of  himself  and 

his  partner,  and  delivered  to  the  petitioner,  a  promissory 

note  to  the  following  effect : 

«  Hull,  November  10th  1840. 

"  We  jointly  or  severally  promise  to  pay  to  Mr.  Ro- 
bert Dixon,  or  order,  the  sum  of  600/.,  with  interest 
thereon  at  4Z.  per  cent,  per  annum,  for  value  received. 

«/.  and  W,  Robinson,^* 
At  the  same  time,  he  signed  and  delivered  to  the  peti- 
tioner a  memorandum  to  the  effect  that  interest  was  pay- 
able on  the  sum  of  500/.  from  July  13th  1839. 

The  petition  stated,  that  the  petitioner  being  advised 


n 
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that  he  was  at  liberty,  and  that  it  would  be  for  his  benefit,        1841. 
to  prove  the  debt  against  the  joint  estate,  he  had  proved        "^'"^ 

£z  parte 
it  against  such  joint  estate  accordingly ;  but  that  he  was        Dixon. 

now  desirous  of  retracting  his  proof,  and  of  proving  the 

debt  against  the  separate  estate  of  James  Robinson. 

Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  petition.  The  petitioner  has  a 
right  of  proof  against  the  separate  estate;  the  very  terms 
of  the  instrument  amounting  to  an  acknowledgment  of  a 
separate  liability ;  and  a  party,  who  is  both  a  joint  and 
separate  creditor,  is  not  concluded  by  proving  against  the 
joint  estate,  but  may,  even  after  the  declaration  of  a  divi- 
dend, retire  from  that  proof,  and  prove  against  the  sepa- 
rate estate ;  Ex  parte  Husband  {a),  Ex  parte  Bolton  (6), 
Ex  parte  Law  (c). 

Mr.  Swanston,  for  the  asssignees,  was  not  called  upon 
to  address  the  Court. 

Sir  John  Cross. — The  petitioner  gives  no  reason  for 
his  changing  his  mind.  He  states,  that  he  was  advised 
to  prove  against  the  joint  estate ;  but  he  does  not  suggest, 
that  he  has  discovered  anything  which  has  led  him  to 
alter  his  determination.  It  is  very  doubtful  how  far  it  is 
just  to  other  creditors,  to  permit  a  party,  who  has  made  a 
proof  against  a  certain  estate,  to  prove  against  a  different 
one,  when  there  may  be  others  whose  proofs  may  have 
been  regulated  by  what  he  has  done.  Nor  can  I  approve 
of  a  creditor  lying  by  until  those  consequences  have 
taken  place,  and  then  coming  forwards  to  abandon  the 

(a)  2  Gl.  &  J.  4.  (6)  Buck,  7  ;  2  Ro.  389. 

(c)  Moot.  &  Ch.  Ill ;  3  Dea.  541 ;  and  see  Ex  paru  Downet,  18  Ves. 
326}  and  Ei  parte  Davenport,  I  M.  D.  &  D.  326. 
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Ex  parte 
Dixon. 
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proceeding  which  he  has  advisedly  taken.  Such  permis- 
sion cannot  be  given  to  him  as  a  matter  of  course.  In 
JEx  parte  Liddel  (a).  Lord  Eldon  said,  "  The  holder  of 
this  bill  of  exchange,  modelling  his  proof  upon  the  right 
which  the  law  gave  him  of  confining  his  claim  to  the 
visible  members  of  a  partnership,  or  of  extending  it  to 
the  dormant,  has  made  a  deliberate,  and  I  think  a  con- 
clusive, election.  Adopting  the  aggregate  liability  of  all 
his  debtors,  he  is  excluded  now  from  resorting  to  them 
individually."    I  am  of  the  same  opinion  in  this  case. 

The  Order  was,  however,  by  the  consent  of  the 
assignees,  made  as  prayed,  the  petitioner  paying 
the  costs. 

(a)  2  Ro.  36. 


Ex  parte  John  Smith  and  others. — In  the  matter  of 
Frederick  Gye  and  Richard  Hughes. 


XHE  principal  question  which  arose  upon  this  petition, 


.  Setjeant^  Inn 
Hatl, 
July  27. 

The  title 
deeds  of  pro- 
per^ belonging  was,  whether  a  deposit  of  title  deeds  by  way  of  equitable 

partners  in         mortgage,  to  secure  the  balance  due  for  the  time  being 

sited  wUh  a^"   ^fou  an  account  current,  was  a  continuing  security,  not- 

Mcure  the^Si-^  withstanding  a  change  of  partners  in  the  firm  with  whom 

i3curtnr  the  deposit  was  originally  made. 

between  the  Qn  the  Sist  of  December  1828,  the  bankrupts,  who 

banking  firm  *^    ' 

and  the  partner-  were  then  Carrying  on  business   as  tea-dealers  in  the 

ship.   On  a  par-      ^  "^     ° 

ticular  advance   City  of  London,  borrowed  of  the  banking  firm  of  Messrs. 

being  after-  ci    *  r    -n 

wards  made  by   Smith,  Payne,  and  Smiths,  a  sum  of  money  upon  the  se- 

(he  former  to  the  .  ^         _  .         _     ,         .  i       ,      ,        ^ 

latter,  the  part-  cunty  of  a  deposit  of  the  title  deeds  of  an  estate  at 

ner  to  whom  the 

deeds  belong  writes  a  letter  to  the  effect,  that  the  object  of  the  deposit  is  to  secure  that  "  as 
well  as  any  future  advances."  An  alteration  takes  place  in  the  members  of  the  banking  firm, 
but  the  new  firm  retain  the  deeds  and  continue  to  advance  money  to  the  partnership.  Held, 
that  the  existing  banking  firm  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  security. 


\ 
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Finchley^  which  belonged  solely  to  the  bankrupt  Richard        1841. 

Hughes.   It  was  stated  to  have  been  agreed,  that  the  de- 

posit  should  extend  to  secure  any  sums  of  money  which        ^urm 
^  ^  ''      ^  andoUiew. 

the  firm  should  advance  to  the  bankrupts.     No  written 

memorandum  was  however  at  this  time  signed.     On  the 

13th  of  November  1834  a  further  advance  was  made  by 

the  bankers  to  the  bankrupts,  when  the  bankrupt  Richard 

Hughes  wrote  to  them  a  letter  to  the  following  effect : 

"  Messrs.  Smith,  Payne,  and  Smiths. 

Gentlemen, — I  herewith  send  you  eight  notes  of  500/., 
in  compliance  with  the  arrangement  made  with  me  to 
day,  and  for  which  I  am  greatly  obliged.  The  deeds 
you  hold  of  mine  are  placed  in  your  hands,  as  a  security 
for  this,  as  well  as  any  future  advances. 

I  am,  &c.  Richard  Hughes." 

In  the  beginning  of  the  year  1839,  a  change  having 
taken  place  in  some  of  the  partners  of  the  banking  firm 
of  Smith,  Payne,  and  Smiths,  the  petitioners,  who  then 
constituted  the  firm,  made  advances  of  money  to  the 
bankrupts ;  and  they  stated  by  their  petition,  that  from 
that  time  to  the  time  of  the  fiat,  they  had  continued  to 
advance  large  sums  of  money  to  Ihe  bankrupts  at  their 
request,  and  had  from  time  to  time  renewed  the  eight 
notes  for  500Z.  each,  mentioned  in  the  letter,  and  had  up 
to  the  present  time  retained  in  their  possession,  with  the 
knowledge  and  approbation  of  the  bankrupts,  the  above- 
mentioned  title  deeds ;  the  bankrupts  during  all  such  time 
applying  for  such  advances  and  renewals,  and  the  peti- 
tioners, as  members  of  the  firm,  consenting  to  make 
and  give  the  same,  upon  the  common  understanding  and 
agreement  that  such  advances  and  renewals  were  to  be 
made  and  given  upon  the  security  of  the  deeds.  The 
petition  further  stated,  that  early  in  the  year  1839,  the 
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1841.        bankrupts  deposited  with  the  petitioners^  as  a  further 

E     arte       Security,  certain  wine  warrants.     On  the  6th  of  March 

Smith         ]839  the  petitioners  advanced  a  further  sum  of  2000/.  to 
and  others.  '^ 

the  bankrupts,  upon  the  security  of  a  policy  of  assurance, 
which  was  assigned  to  them  by  an  indenture  dated  on 
that  day,  and  was  by  the  indenture  mentioned  to  be  given 
in  addition  to  any  other  security  which  the  petitioners 
then  had  or  might  have  for  the  sum  of  2000/.  then  ad- 
vanced. 

An  Order  had  been  obtained  by  the  petitioners  upon 
a  former  petition,  for  an  inquiry  before  the  Commis- 
sioner as  to  the  amount  due  to  them  upon  their  securities, 
and  for  a  sale  of  the  property  comprised  in  the  deposited 
documents;  the  purchase  money,  after  payment  of  the  ex- 
penses of  the  sale,  being  ordered  to  be  paid  into  the  bank, 
subject  to  the  further  order  of  the  Court.  Under  the 
order  of  reference,  the  Commissioner  found  the  sum  of 
8500/.  I8s.  8d.  to  be  due  to  the  petitioners,  of  which  he 
found  the  sum  of  20251.  5s.  9d.  to  be  due  upon  the  secu« 
rity  of  the  wine  warrants  and  policy  of  assurance.  The 
remainder  he  found  to  be  due,  in  respect  of  the  security 
upon  the  estate  at  Finchley.  The  present  petition  com- 
plained of  the  latter  part  of  this  finding,  and  prayed  for 
a  declaration  that  the  petitioners  were  mortgagees  of 
the  estate  at  Finchley  for  the  whole  of  the  sum  of 
8500/.  18^.  8d.,  and  were  mortgagees  of  the  policy  and 
warrants  for  20251  5s.  9d.,  part  of  the  aforesaid  sum. 
The  petition  also  prayed  for  a  sale  of  the  wine  warrrants, 
which  were  the  only  parts  of  the  securities  that  had  not 
been  sold  under  the  former  order,  and  for  all  necessary 
directions  for  perfecting  the  former  sale  by  the  requisite 
conveyances  to  the  purchasers,  and  for  the  usual  conse- 
quential directions  with  respect  to  the  application  of  the 
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proceeds  of  the  sales  and  proof  of  so  much  of  the  peti-  1841. 

tioner's  debt  as  those  proceeds  should  be  insufficient  to  ^^^ 

^  Ex  parte 

satisfy.  Smith 

and  others. 

Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  Calvert,  for  the  petition. 


Mr.  Spence,  and  Mr.  Steere,  for  the  assignees.  The 
security  on  the  estates  at  Finchley  was  created  by  the 
deposit  of  the  title  deeds,  and  the  letter  of  the  15th  of 
November  1834.  The  present  petitioners  are  not  the 
same  individuals  with  whom  that  deposit  was  made,  and 
to  whom  the  letter  was  written.  There  has  been  a 
change  in  the  firm ;  and  it  has  been  held,  that  a  mortgage 
to  a  partnership  to  secure  the  payment  of  all  sums  then 
due  or  thereafter  to  become  due,  does  not  extend  to  ad- 
vances made  by  the  firm,  after  another  partner  has  been 
taken  in  (a).  This  is  indisputably  so  when  the  security 
is  given  by  a  surety  (i),  as  it  may  be  considered  to  have 
been  in  the  present  case ;  the  property  not  being  that  of 
the  debtors  jointly,  but  belonging  to  one  separately,  who 
must  therefore  be  regarded  as  having  pledged  it  in  the 
character  of  surety  for  the  firm. 

Mr.  Swanston  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

Sir  John  Cross. — In  this  case  I  find  that  upwards 
of  twelve  years  ago  the  two  bankrupts  had  an  account 
current  with  the  banking  house  of  Messrs.  Smith,  Payne, 

(a)  See  Ei  parte  Watson,  19  Ves.  459;  Ex  parte  Manh,  2  Rose,  239, 
and  cases  there  cited  in  note. 

(6)  See  Wright  v.  Rtisull,  3  Wilson,  530;  2  W.  Bla.  934;  Myen  r 
Edge,  7  T.  R.  254;  Wetton  ▼.  Barton,  4  Taunt.  67;  SpUri  ▼.  Houikm,  4 
Bligh,  N.  S.  515  ;  Sinuon  v.  Cook,  1  Bing.  452;  Pitman  on  Piincipal  and 
Surety,  p.  47. 

VOL.  II.  Z 
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1841.  and  Smiths,  which  account  current  continued  up  to  the 
Ex  parte  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  bankruptcy.  In  1828,  it  appears  that  certain 
ai^*other8.  ^^^'®  deeds  were  deposited,  without  any  written  memo- 
randum, for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  balance  which 
might  be  due  to  the  banking  firm  from  time  to  time  upon 
this  account  current.  In  1834  an  express  memorandum 
was  signed  by  Mr.  Hughes,  stating  the  deposit  to  have 
been  made  for  the  purpose  of  securing  future  advances 
in  the  course  of  the  then  running  and  subsisting  account ; 
and  promissory  notes  to  the  amount  of  4000/.  were  given 
at  the  same  time  as  a  further  security.  It  is  now  urged, 
that  the  advances  made  by  the  firm,  with  whom  the  de- 
posit was  made,  have  been  all  paid  off,  and  that  the  debt 
now  claimed  by  the  petitioners  has  arisen  within  the  last 
balfyear,  that  is  to  say,  since  the  members  of  the  bank- 
ing firm  have  been  changed ;  but  it  appears  to  me  to  be 
of  no  consequence  how  many  changes  may  have  taken 
place  in  the  constitution  of  the  firm,  provided  the  title 
deeds  were  lefl  in  the  custody  of  the  partners  for  the 
time  being,  with  the  consent  of  the  depositors,  and  upon 
the  understanding  that  they  were  to  remain  a  security 
for  the  balance  of  the  account.  It  is  not  necessary  that 
on  every  change  or  modification  of  the  partnership,  the 
deeds  should  be  returneTl  for  the  purpose  of  being  depo- 
sited anew.  The  fact  of  their  being  lefl  at  the  bank  may 
operate  as  a  fresh  deposit,  and  the  parties  may  express 
their  intention  as  clearly  by  acts  as  they  could  by  words ; 
and  sometimes,  indeed,  still  more  clearly.  It  appears  to 
me,  that  they  have  done  so  in  this  case;  and  that  the 
evidence  here  is  complete  and  conclusive,  as  to  the  fact 
of  the  deeds  being  intended  to  remain  as  a  security  for 
the  balance  due  for  the  time  being  to  the  petitioners.  I 
am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  deeds  have  been  pro- 
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perly  retained  by  them  as  a  security  for  their  whole  debt ;  is  I] . 

and,  the  amount  of  it  having  been  ascertained  by  the  JT*"*^^ 

°  ^  Ex  parte 

Commissioner  to  be  8600Z.  18*.  8rf.,  they  must  be  de-  Smith 

and  others. 

clared  to   be  equitable    mortgagees    of   the  estate  at 
Finchley  for  that  amount. 


Serjeanti*  Inn 

Ex  parte  Pickstock. — In  the  matter  of  Pickstock. HuU, 

July  30. 

Mr.  G.  Z.  Russell,  on  behalf  of  the  bankrupt,  applied  Q««7'  '^^^' 

^        '^'^  tber  the  Court 

to  the  Court  for  an  Order  to  stay  the  advertisement  of '^•l^on  **»«*?• 

plicatioo  of  the 

the  bankruptcy  in  the  Gazette,  on  the  ground  that  the  bankrupt,  make 

an  Older  to  stay 

party  had  committed  no  act  of  bankruptcy.     The  bank-  the  advertise- 
rupt  had  made  an  affidavit,  stating  that  to  the  best  of  his  bankrupt  has 
belief  he  had  committed  no  act  of  bankruptcy.     All  that  {iu!!^°to  annul 
was  now  wished  was,  that  the  proper  officer  might  pro-  * 

duce  the  proceedings  that  had  been  taken  before  the 
Commissioners,  in  order  that  the  Court  may  look  at  them 
and  see  jjihether  there  was  really  a  good  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy proved,  before  the  Commissioners  proceeded  to 
adjudication.  In  the  matter  of  Bryant  (a)  the  same 
course  was  adopted  by  the  Court. 

Sir  John  Cross. — The  case  referred  to  was  on  the 
application  of  a  creditor,  and  not  of  the  bankrupt.  I 
tliink  the  Court  cannot  make  any  Order  on  the  present 
application.  There  is  no  instance  of  the  Court  ordering 
the  advertisement  to  be  stayed  at  the  solicitation  of  the 
bankrupt,  unless  he  has  presented  a  petition  to  annul  the 
fiat.  The  bankrupt  himself  cannot  be  a  sufficient  master 
of  the  subject,  to  know  whether  or  not  he  has  committed 
what  the  law  considers  to  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

{a)  2  Deac.  140. 

z2 
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1841.  and  Smiths,  which  account  current  continued  up  to  the 
£z  parte  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  bankruptcy.  In  18^8,  it  appears  that  certain 
and'oihers.  ^^^'®  deeds  were  deposited^  without  any  written  memo- 
randum, for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  balance  which 
might  be  due  to  the  banking  firm  from  time  to  time  upon 
this  account  current.  In  1834  an  express  memorandum 
was  signed  by  Mr.  Hughes,  stating  the  deposit  to  have 
been  made  for  the  purpose  of  securing  future  advances 
in  the  course  of  the  then  running  and  subsisting  account ; 
and  promissory  notes  to  the  amount  of  4000/.  were  given 
at  the  same  time  as  a  further  security.  It  is  now  urged, 
that  the  advances  made  by  the  firm,  with  whom  the  de- 
posit was  made,  have  been  all  paid  off,  and  that  the  debt 
now  claimed  by  the  petitioners  has  arisen  within  the  last 
half  year,  that  is  to  say,  since  the  members  of  the  bank- 
ing firm  have  been  changed ;  but  it  appears  to  me  to  be 
of  no  consequence  how  many  changes  may  have  taken 
place  in  the  constitution  of  the  firm,  provided  the  title 
deeds  were  left  in  the  custody  of  the  partners  for  the 
time  being,  with  the  consent  of  the  depositors,  and  upon 
the  understanding  that  they  were  to  remain  a  security 
for  the  balance  of  the  account.  It  is  not  necessary  that 
on  every  change  or  modification  of  the  partnership,  the 
deeds  should  be  returnefl  for  the  purpose  of  being  depo- 
sited anew.  The  fact  of  their  being  left  at  the  bank  may 
operate  as  a  fresh  deposit,  and  the  parties  may  express 
their  intention  as  clearly  by  acts  as  they  could  by  words ; 
and  sometiines,  indeed,  still  more  clearly.  It  appears  to 
me,  that  they  have  done  so  in  this  case;  and  that  the 
evidence  here  is  complete  and  conclusive,  as  to  the  fact 
of  the  deeds  being  intended  to  remain  as  a  security  for 
the  balance  due  for  the  time  being  to  the  petitioners.  I 
am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  deeds  have  been  pro- 
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perly  retained  by  them  as  a  security  for  their  whole  debt ;  1841. 

and,  the  amount  of  it  having  been  ascertained  by  the  ^^^^^^^ 

Commissioner  to  be  8600Z.  18*.  8rf.,  they  must  be  de-  Smith 

and  others. 

clared  to  be  equitable    mortgagees    of   the  estate  at 
Finchley  for  that  amount. 


Serjeants*  Inn 

Ex  parte  Pickstock. — In  the  matter  of  Pickstock. Haii, 

July  30. 

Mr.  G.  L.  Russell,  on  behalf  of  the  bankrupt,  applied  ^[J;"^*^ 

to  the  Court  for  an  Order  to  stay  the  advertisement  of  will,  on  the  ap- 

plicatioo  of  the 
the  bankruptcy  in  the  Gazette,  on  the  ground  that  the  baokrupt,  make 
,  anOr^erlostay 

party  had  committed  no  act  of  bankruptcy.     The  bank-  the  advertise- 

11         1  /Y»i»  •         I  11  i*!-     ment,  where  the 

rupt  had  made  an  amdavit,  statmg  that  to  the  best  of  his  bankrupt  has 

belief  he  had  committed  no  act  of  bankruptcy.     All  that  S^'^o  annni 
was  now  wished  was,  that  the  proper  officer  might  pro-  ' 

duce  the  proceedings  that  had  been  taken  before  the 
Commissioners,  in  order  that  the  Court  may  look  at  them 
and  see  dftbether  there  was  really  a  good  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy proved,  before  the  Commissioners  proceeded  to 
adjudication.  In  the  matter  of  Bryant  (a)  the  same 
course  was  adopted  by  the  Court. 

Sir  John  Cross. — The  case  referred  to  was  on  the 
application  of  a  creditor,  and  not  of  the  bankrupt.  I 
think  the  Court  cannot  make  any  Order  on  the  present 
application.  There  is  no  instance  of  the  Court  ordering 
the  advertisement  to  be  stayed  at  the  solicitation  of  the 
bankrupt,  unless  he  has  presented  a  petition  to  annul  the 
fiat.  The  bankrupt  himself  cannot  be  a  sufficient  master 
of  the  subject,  to  know  whether  or  not  he  has  committed 
what  the  law  considers  to  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 
{a)  2  Deac.  140. 
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1H4I.  y[f^  Q^  L^  i7u«fe// afterwards  made  the  same  applica- 

Kx  parte  ^^^"  ^^  ^^^  Lord  Chancellor,  who  consented  to  inspect 
the  proceedings;  but,  finding  there  was  prima  facie  k 
good  act  of  bankruptcy  appearing  on  the  depositions,  his 
lordship  also  refused  to  make  any  Order  to  stay  the  ad- 
vertisement. 


TlCKSTOCK. 


Ex  parte  Henry  Hawkins  and  another. — In  the 
^'^aU.  ^""  matter  of  William  Worsfold. 

Where  the  l  HIS  was  a  petition  of  the  assignees,  praying  to  annul 

^r's  dei^  was  the  fiat,  on  the  ground  that  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt 
Tdid,  and  no '  '^^  insufficient  to  support  it.  The  fiat  was  sued  out  on 
JlS'oi'to^J*  the  Srd  February  1841,  on  the  petition  oi Andrew  Ross; 
iMurni^not "^  ^^^  *^  ^^^  second  public  meeting  tendered  a  proof  for 

tenor  to  the  al.  the  8um  of  160/.,  as  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 
legedpetitiooiog  ° 

mditor's debt,  indorsed  by  the  bankrupt;  which  bill  Ross  had  dis- 
hed been 

proved,  to  as  to  counted  for  one  Mr.  Overbury,  to  whom  th^ibankrupt 
De  sobstitoted 

OD  the  proceed-  had  indorsed  it.     It  appeared,  that  the  bill  was  overdue 

aoDalled.onThe  at  the  time  of  such  discount,  and  was  not  delivered  by 

utigoees,  and     Overbury  to  Ross  until  the  day  previous  to  Ross  striking 

praJeMoSue    ^^^  docket  on  which  the  fiat  issued ;  and  that  Overbury^ 

bankrupt  noi^  ^^^  ^^^  -Ro«5'«  attorney,  had,  previous  to  the  delivery 

toih**°^**h^    of  the  bill  to  Ross,  obtained  judgment  against  the  bank- 

■eparately.  or      ^upt  in  an  action  brought  by  him  upon  the  bill,  in  the 

jointly,  in  a  saf-        ^  ^  ^  ^ 

ficient  amount     name  of  a  person  called  Neate.     The  Commissioners 

toaopportafiat.       .  ,    ,  ^  ,  .  ,     ,  .  i 

rejected  the  proof;  upon  which  the  assignees  summoned 

Ros»  before  the  Commissioner,  in  order  that  he  might  be 

examined,  and  support,  if  he  could,  a  sufficient  debt  to 

sustain  the  fiat.     On  the  12th  May  1841  Ross  attended 

for  this  purpose,  when  the  above  facts  appeared  from  his 
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examination;  and  he  also  stated  that  when  Overbury  1841. 
applied  to  him  to  discount  the  bill,  he  told  him  it  was  £,  pane 
for  the  purpose  of  striking  the  docket  against  the  bank-  and^aooiher. 
rupt;  and  that  he  wished  Ross  to  strike  the  docket, 
instead  of  himself.  On  the  last  mentioned  day,  Mr. 
Overbury  also  attended  the  Commissioner,  and  tendered 
a  proof  as  indorsee  of  the  bill ;  the  consideration  for 
which  he  swore  was  giving  possession  to  the  bankrupt, 
at  the  request  of  the  drawer  of  the  bill,  of  certain  premises 
contracted  to  be  sold  by  Overbury  to  the  bankrupt.  But 
be  admitted  upon  his  examination  before  the  Commis- 
sioner, that  he  had  previously  sued  the  bankrupt  on  the 
bill  in  the  name  of  a  client,  and  had  obtained  final  judg- 
ment against  him.  On  this  ground,  the  Commissioner 
rejected  the  proof  tendered  by  Overbury;  and  adjourned 
the  bankrupt's  last  examination  sine  die;  assigning  as  a 
reason  for  such  adjournment,  that  it  was  doubtful  whether 
there  was  any  valid  petitioning  creditor's  debt. 

The  petitioners  alleged,  that  no  debt  sufiicient  to  sup- 
port a  fiat,  and  not  anterior  to  the  alleged  debt  of  the 
petitioning  creditor,  had  been  proved  under  the  fiat,  and 
that  the  petitioners  were  therefore  unable  to  procure  a 
substitution  of  any  other  debt  to  support  the  fiat.  That 
the  petitioners  were  not  jointly,  nor  was  either  of  them 
separately,  a  creditor  of  the  bankrupt  of  a  sufficient 
amount  to  support  a  fiat ;  and  that  no  creditor  of  a  suffi- 
cient amount  would  sue  out  a  fiat;  and,  therefore,  that 
the  petitioners  were  disabled  from  praying,  that,  on  the 
annulling  of  the  present  fiat,  a  new  fiat  might  issue 
against  the  bankrupt. 

The  prayer  was,  that  the  fiat  might  be  annulled  at  the 
expense  of  Ross,  the  petitioning  creditor;  or  that  the 
petitioners  might  be  discharged,  at  the  expense  of  Ross^ 
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1841.        fpQuj  being  the  assignees  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the 


Ex  parte       bankrupt ;   and  that  Moss  might  pay  the  costs  of  the 
and  another,      application. 


Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  Chandless,  in  support  of  the 
petition^  urged  that  the  bankrupt's  liability  on  the  bill  of 
exchange  was  merged  in  the  judgment;  and  referred  to 
JEx  parte  Christy  (a),  where,  B.  and  C.  having  given  a 
joint  and  several  bond  to  A.,  and  also  a  joint  warrant  of 
attorney  (as  part  of  the  same  security),  upon  which  a 
joint  judgment  was  afterwards  entered  up,  it  was  held, 
that  the  bond  was  merged  in  the  judgment,  and  that  A. 
could  only  prove  against  the  joint  estate  of  B.  and  C. 

Mr.  Bacon  appeared  for  the  bankrupt,  and  alluded  to 
some  differences  between  the  bankrupt  and  the  peti- 
tioDing  creditor. 

Sir  John  Cross. — The  Court  has  nothing  to  do  on 
this  petition  with  any  dispute  between  the  petitioning 
creditor  and  the  bankrupt. 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Petersdorff,  for  the  petition- 
ing creditor.  The  bankrupt  had  been  concerned  in 
concealing  and  securing  his  property,  and  that  was  the 
reason  why  Mr.  Overbury  deemed  it  advisable  to  issue 
this  fiat.  The  assignees,  who  now  petition  to  annul  it, 
have  been  acting  under  the  fiat  for  several  months,  and 
should  have  applied  before,  if  they  doubted  the  validity 
of  the  fiat.  There  was  no  merger  of  any  kind  before  the 
bankruptcy;  for  judgment  was  not  obtained  in  the  action 
on  the  bill  until  the  5th  February,  which  was  two  days 

(a)  2  Deac.  &  C.  165. 
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after  the  issuing  of  the  fiat ;  that  having  been  sued  out 
on  the  Srd  February.  Ex  parte  Christy  (a\  which  has 
been  cited  by  the  other  side,  does  not  apply  to  this  case; 
for  there  the  judgment  was  obtained  by  the  petitioning 
creditor  himself;  here  it  was  obtained  by  another  person. 
But  the  doctrine  of  merger  is  not  applicable  to  bills  of 
exchange  or  negotiable  securities,  when  the  title  is  not 
derived  from  the  judgment  creditor.  In  Bryant  v. 
Withers  (J),  it  was  held  to  be  no  objection  to  the  peti- 
tioning creditor's  debt,  that  he  had,  on  striking  the  docket, 
made  an  affidavit  of  his  debt  as  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, although  he  had  at  the  time  obtained  judgment 
in  an  action  brought  co  recover  the  price  of  the  goods,-— 
and  that  he  had  not  relinquished  bis  judgment,  before 
he  presented  the  petition  for  a  commission.  Even  in 
questions  of  merger,  the  debt  is  not  extinguished,  nor 
the  liability  effected,  but  merely  the  remedy ;  the  merger 
has  only  reference  to  the  form  of  action.  There  is  a 
distinction  between  a  case  where  a  bill  is  negotiated  after 
it  is  due,  and  where  it  is  merely  returned  after  it  is  due 
to  a  party  antecedently  liable.  In  the  present  case,  Over- 
bury  takes  up  the  bill  before  the  judgment  was  obtained, 
in  discharge  of  his  own  liability  as  indorser,  and  then 
seeks  to  make  it  available  against  the  party  primarily 
liable ;  which  he  had  an  undoubted  right  to  do ;  MaC" 
donald  v.  Bovington  {c).  It  has  never  been  suggested 
by  the  bankrupt,  that  he  had  not  a  good  consideration 
for  the  bill.  It  is  sworn  by  Overbury,  that  the  bank- 
rupt, by  reason  of  giving  this  bill,  got  into  possession  of 
the  property  which  he  had  contracted  to  purchase  of 
Overbury.  That,  of  itself,  is  a  sufficient  consideration. 
An  executory  contract  is  a  good  consideration  for  a  bill 

(a)  2  Deac.  fit  C.  155.  (6)  2  Rose,  8.  (e)  4  T.  R.  825. 


1841. 

^^^^^ 

£x  parte 

Hawkins 

and  ADotber. 
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1841.  of  exchange,  even  though  the  contract  is  not  performed 
^Jp^^  before  the  bill  falls  due.  Thus  in  Moggridge  v.  Jones{a\ 
Hawkins      where  A.  agreed  to  execute  a  lease  of  premises  to  J3., 

tnd  another.  ^ 

and  B.,  on  being  let  into  possession,  accepted  a  bill  for 
the  consideration  money  drawn  on  him  by  A.^  it  was 
held  no  defence  to  an  action  on  the  bill  by  A.y  that  he 
refused  to  execute  the  lease ;  the  remedy  of  B.  for  this 
refusal  being  only  on  the  agreement. 

Sir  John  Cross. — The  question  is  simply  this — is 
there  a  good  petitioning  creditor's  debt  to  support  this 
fiat?  The  whole  matter  in  dispute  arises  out  of  the  trans- 
actions  between  Overbury  and  the  bankrupt.  It  appears, 
that  the  bankrupt  agreed  to  purchase  some  property  of 
Overbury^  in  part  payment  for  which  he  gave  two  bills 
of  exchange ;  and  it  is  an  undisputed  fact,  that  the  pur- 
chase has  never  been  completed.  Overbury  had,  no 
doubt,  a  right  to  sue  the  bankrupt  on  both  these  bills ; 
but  then  in  such  action  the  proof  of  the  consideration 
given  for  them  might  be  material.  It  was  more  conve- 
nient, therefore,  that  he  should  transfer  them  to  other 
persons ;  and  he  accordingly  gets  two  friends  to  bring 
separate  actions  on  the  bills,  in  which  it  would  not  be 
requisite  for  himself  to  appear  as  a  party.  It  does  not 
appear,  that  Neate^  in  whose  name  an  action  on  one  of 
these  bills  was  brought,  gave  any  consideration  for  the 
bill,  but  merely  allowed  the  use  of  his  name  in  the  action. 
Overbury  then  goes  to  Ross  to  make  the  acceptor  of  the 
bill  a  bankrupt.  This  seems  to  me  a  mere  contrivance 
to  enforce  the  payment  of  purchase  money,  on  a  contract 
which  was  never  completed.  The  petitioning  creditor's 
debt  was  not  real,  but  concocted  for  the  purposes  of  the 

(a)  14  East,  486. 
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fiat;  and  the  alleged  act  of  bankruptcy  was  prior  to  his         1841. 

obtaining  possession  of  the  bill,  which  was  only  the  day       ^^^ 

Ex  parte 
previous  to  the  issuing  of  the  fiat.     Under  all  these  cir-      Hawxins 

_  «       .    .         ,         111  and  another, 

cumstances,  1  am  ot  opinion  that  the  bankrupt  was  not 

really  indebted  to  Ross,  the  petitioning  creditor,  but  to 
Overbury ;  and  that  there  is  no  good  petitioning  cre- 
ditor's debt  established,  or  to  be  established,  to  support 
the  fiat. 

Fiat  annulled,  with  costs.  The  bankrupt  to  have 
his  costs  from  the  assignees,  to  be  recovered  by 
them  from  the  respondents. 


Ex  parte  Henry  Barnett.— In  the  matter  of  James    Smjeanu' inn 

o  Hall, 

Hardy. JuiyzoifSi. 

Where  the  act 
1  HIS  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor  to  annul  the  fiat,  at  of  bankruptcy 

was  concerted 
the  costs  of  the  bankrupt,  the  solicitor,  and  the  petitioning  between  the 

solicitor,  the 
creditor,  on  the  ground  that  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  petitioning  cre- 

concerted  between  them,  and  that  the  object  of  the  fiat  baokrapt^forthe 

was  not  for  the  purpose  of  distributing  the  bankrupt's  defea^bgan  ^ 

effects  among  his  creditors,  but  merely  to  serve  the  pur-  diior"  ^d^ht 

poses  of  the  bankrupt.  Tri^h:.*:*' 

The  circumstances,  under  which  the  fiat  was  issued,  **»«  P'oi ;  the  fiat 
'  '   was  annulled, 

have  been  already  stated  in  a  prior  report  of  the  case  of  ''"^  ^^*^  "■ 

•^  r  r  against  the 

Ex  parte  Woodward  (o).  solicitor,  the 

bankrupt,  and 
the  petitioning 
.  /.    1  .  .  Ill        creditor. 

Mr.  Bacon,  \n  support  of  the  petition,  contended  that 
the  fiat  was  an  abuse  of  the  process  of  the  Court,  and 
that  the  solicitor,  who  was  a  principal  party  in  contriving 
the  act  of  bankruptcy,  must  be  visited  with  costs,  as  well 
as  the  petitioning  creditor  and  the  bankrupt, 
(a)  See  ante  p.  249. 
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18il.  Mr.  K.  Parker,  and  Mr.  Anderdon,  for  the  solicitor. 

Ex  paite  There  are  not  more  than  three  instances  in  the  books,  in 
BARNnr.  which  a  solicitor  who  issues  a  fiat  has  been  visited  with 
costs,  on  a  petition  to  supersede ;  and  then  only  in  a  case 
of  gross  fraud.  Now  what  fraud  can  possibly  be  charged 
against  the  solicitor  in  the  issuing  of  this  fiat?  It  is  not 
because  the  petitioning  creditor  and  the  bankrupt  are 
instruments  in  the  hands  of  the  solicitor  for  the  purpose 
of  issuing  a  fiat,  that  he  is  to  incur  the  penalty  of  the  costs 
of  annulling  it.  Nay,  in  a  case  of  this  description,  where 
the  object  of  a  solicitor  in  issuing  a  commission  was  to 
effect  that  which  was  advisable  and  just  among  the  cre- 
ditors of  a  bankrupt,  the  Vice  Chancellor  not  only  refused 
to  supersede  the  commission,  but  dismissed  the  petition 
for  a  supersedeas  with  costs;  Ex  parte  Gane{a).  But 
the  laches  of  the  petitioner,  in  not  having  sooner  applied 
to  annul  the  fiat,  are  an  incontrovertible  answer  to  this 
petition.  The  fiat  has  been  worked  for  no  less  a  period 
than  a  year  and  a  half.  Why  has  this  petition  not  come 
here  before?  In  Ex  parte  Bostock{b),  where  a  fiat  had 
issued  on  a  concerted  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  four  months 
elapsed  before  a  creditor  petitioned  to  annul  it,  and  the 
assignees  were  not  privy  to  the  concert,  and  wished  the 
fiat  to  proceed,  the  Court  refused  to  annul  it. 

Mr.  EllisoUy  for  the  bankrupt.  In  this  case  there  is 
no  act  of  bankruptcy,  upon  which  the  fiat  can  be  sup- 
ported. That  distinguishes  the  case  from  Ex  parte 
Bostock ;  where  it  appeared  that  the  bankrupt  had  com- 
mitted another  act  of  bankruptcy  which  was  not  concerted. 
The  bankrupt,  therefore,  is  justified  in  wishing  this  fiat  to 
be   annulled;   for  the  assignees  would   not  be  able  to 

(a)  2  G.  &  J.  319.         (/))  I  Mont.  Dcac.  ct  D.  344. 
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recover  under  it  any  of  the  bankrupt's  property.     And        1841. 
with  respect  to  the  payment  of  the  costs  by  the  solicitor, —       ^"^''^ 
in  a  case  where  the  circumstances  were  very  similar  to      BAnHrrr. 
those  of  the  present  case,  Lord  Eldan  superseded  the 
commission,  at  the  costs  of  the  solicitor  and  the  petitioning 
creditor;  £lx  parte  Prosser  (a). 

Mr.  Swanston^  for  the  petitioning  creditor.  The  first 
question  is,  whether  this  fiat  could  not  be  supported, 
upon  proof  of  another  act  of  bankruptcy.  Now,  that  it 
may  be  so  supported,  is  clearly  shown  by  the  decision  of 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Tappenden  v.  Burgess  (b). 
But  then,  unfortunately  in  this  case,  Spittle  was  the 
petitioning  creditor,  as  well  as  the  sole  assignee,  and 
therefore  could  not  avail  himself  of  another  act  of  bank« 
ruptcy. 

Sir  John  Cross. — There  is  no  question  but  that  this 
fiat  ought  to  be  annulled ;  and  the  only  thing  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Court  is,  who  ought  to  be  made  to  pay 
the  costs  of  this  petition.  The  whole  proceeding  is 
undoubtedly  a  contrivance  of  Woodward 's,  and  a  very 
culpable  contrivance.  The  sole  and  immediate  object 
of  issuing  the  fiat  was  to  defeat  an  execution  creditor ; 
and  the  plot  formed  for  this  purpose  was  more  like  a 
Christmas  sport  or  revel,  than  any  thing  else  I  can  liken 
it  to.  The  whole  farce  was  played  at  ten  o'clock  on 
Christmas  eve.  Woodward  takes  upon  himself  to  cast 
the  parts  of  the  difierent  actors;  but  they  want  a  principal 
performer,  in  the  shape  of  a  creditor  to  call  and  demand 
the  payment  of  his  debt.  Cliff  refuses  to  undertake  the 
part,  at  so  short  a  notice;  upon  which  Spittle  is  persuaded 

(a)  Buck,  27.  (h)  4  Kast,  *23G. 
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1841. 


Ex  parte 
Bakmxtt. 


to  enact  it;  Woodward  all  the  while  officiating  as 
prompter^  and  instructing  the  various  parties  how  to 
act.  They  accordingly  go  through  all  the  mummery 
of  a  bankruptcy ;  for  Spittle  never  expected  that  the 
bankrupt  would  pay  the  debt,  when  he  called  to  de- 
mand the  payment  of  it.  Although  Woodward  appears 
to  be  the  most  culpable  of  any  of  these  parties,  yet 
the  Court  can  make  no  distinction  between  them  ;  they 
are  all  in  pari  delicto,  and  they  must  settle  the  costs 
between  themselves,  being  all  chargeable  with  costs 
alike.  The  fiat  must,  therefore,  be  annulled  with  costs. 
I  am  sorry  for  the  loss  which  Mr.  Woodward  will  sustain 
from  his  own  conduct ;  but  it  must  be  remembered,  that 
on  a  former  occasion  he  came  here  to  impeach  the  very 
fiat,  which  he  now  swears  to  be  a  good  one. 


Fiat  annulled,  with  costs. 


Strjeanti*  Inn 
Hall. 
July  30. 
Where  the 
baokrupt 
executed  seve- 
rtl  distioct 
mortgages  of 
differeot  estates, 
his  assigoees 
canoot  apply 
to  redeem  ooe 
mortgage,  with- 
out also  redeem- 
ing the  others. 


Ex  parte  Thomas  Massa  Alsaoer  and  others.- 
matter  of  Thomas  James  Breeds. 


-In  the 


This  was  the  petition  of  assignees  to  redeem  a  mort- 
gage. It  appeared  that  the  bankrupt,  being  possessed 
of  a  copyhold  house  and  premises  at  Berwick,  in  the 
county  of  Sussex,  on  the  12th  January  1827,  made  a 
surrender  of  them  to  the  use  of  William  Lucas  Shadwell, 
subject  to  redemption  on  payment  of  the  sum  of  700/., 
and  interest,  and  executed  a  bond  for  further  securing 
the  repayment  of  that  sum.  On  the  27th  November 
1830,  the  bankrupt  by  another  surrender  further  charged 
the  property  with  the  sum  of  550/.,  and  interest,  and 
also  executed  another  bond  for  further  securing   such 


Alsaoes. 
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last  mentioned  sum.     Besides  these  two  mortgages,  the        1841. 
bankrupt  executed  several  other  mortgages  of  lands  and       £,  p^^^ 
tenements  to  William  Lucas  Shadwell,  for  securing  the 
repayment  of  other  sums  of  money,  distinct  from  the 
above  mentioned  mortgages. 

The  fiat  issued  on  the  27th  February  1837,  when  the 
two  sums  of  700/.  and  550/.  still  remained  due  from  the 
bankrupt,  with  an  arrear  of  interest  thereon. 

The  petition  stated,  that  the  assignees  were  desirous 
of  effecting  a  sale  of  the  property  so  mortgaged,  and  of 
paying  off  the  several  sums  of  money  due  on  the  afore 
said  securities  out  of  the  monies  to  arise  by  such  sale, 
and  further  of  appropriating  the  surplus  (if  any)  of  such 
purchase  money  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the 
bankrupt ;  but  that  William  Lucas  Shadwell  claimed  a 
right  of  tacking  his  other  mortgages  to  the  mortgage  and 
further  charge  above  set  forth,  and  refused  to  permit 
the  petitioners  to  redeem  the  premises,  without  the  re- 
demption of  all  the  mortgages  held  by  him.  That 
the  petitioners  were  unwilling  to  proceed  to  a  sale 
of  the  mortgaged  premises,  without  first  obtaining  the 
sanction  of  this  Court;  and  they  submitted,  that  the 
equity  of  redemption  of  the  property  formed  a  part  of 
the  assets  of  the  bankrupt,  and  that  the  petitioners,  as 
such  assignees,  were  entitled  to  redeem  the  same  premises 
for  the  benefit  of  the  bankrupt's  creditors,  upon  payment 
of  the  mortgage  monies  secured  thereon,  and  now  re- 
maining due. 

The  prayer  was,  that  the  Commissioner  acting  under 
the  fiat  might  take  an  account  of  the  principal,  interest,  and 
costs  due  on  such  mortgage  and  further  charge;  and  that 
the  property  might  be  sold  before  the  Commissioner,  and 
the  mortgagee  be  at  liberty  to  bid  at  the  sale,  and  the 
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1B41.  monies  to  arise  by  such  sale  might  be  applied,  after  pay- 
Ex  wirte  ^^oeni  of  the  expences  of  the  sale,  in  payment  and  satisfac- 
AuAOBiu  tjQii  of  ^hat  should  be  found  due  on  the  mortgage  and 
further  charge ;  that  the  surplus  monies  (if  any)  might 
be  paid  to  the  petitioners^  as  such  assignees ;  and,  in  case 
the  monies  to  arise  by  the  sale  should  be  insufficient  to 
satisfy  the  mortgage,  then  that  the  mortgagee  might  be 
admitted  to  prove  for  the  deficiency. 

Mr.  Walfardf  in  support  of  the  petition.  If  this  had 
been  a  question  merely  between  the  mortgagor  and  mort- 
gagee, then  there  would  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  mort- 
gagor could  not  redeem,  without  satisfying  also  the  other 
securities;  Baxter  y.  Manning  {a).  But  the  principle, — 
that  where  two  distinct  estates  are  mortgaged  for  two 
distinct  debts,  a  separate  redemption  cannot  be  decreed, — 
operates  only  as  long  as  the  equities  of  redemption  are 
united  in  the  same  person  ;  Willie  v.  Luggip).  The  case 
of  Challis  y.  Casbome  (c)  would  seem  at  first  sight  to 
overrule  the  case  in  Vernon  ;  but  it  does  not  do  so,  in  fact, 
as  is  shown  by  Mr.  Cox  in  his  note  to  Coleman  v. 
Winch  (d)^  where  he  distinguishes  between  a  mortgagor 
coming  to  redeem,  and  a  mortgagee  bringing  his  bill  to 
foreclose. 

The  present  case,  however,  being  one  not  between  the 
mortgagee  and  the  mortgagor,  but  between  the  mort- 
gagee and  the  assignees  of  the  mortgagor,  the  rule  that 
requires  the  redemption  of  all  the  other  securities 
does  not  apply ;  Coleman  v.  Winch  {d) ;  where  it  was 
held,  that  if  the  heir  of  the  mortgagor  assign  over  the 

(a)  1  Vero.  244.     Bui  sec  Mmrtt  v.  Paske,  2  Axk.  63. 
(6)  2  Eden  Rep.  78.  (c)  Prec.  in  Ch.  407. 

(d)  1  P.  Wms.  776. 
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equity  of  redemption,  and  the  assignee  bring  his  bill  to        1841. 
redeem,  he  shall  pay  the  mortgage  only,  and  not  a  bond       ^  ^^^^ 
given  subsequent  to  the  mortgage.     And,  a  fortiori,  the      Al«ageb. 
rule  will  not  apply,  as  between  the  mortgagee  and  the 
creditors  of  the  mortgagor.    Thus  in  Heams  v.  JBance(a), 
a  mortgagee,  who  lent  a  further  sum  upon  bond,  was  not 
allowed  to  tack  it  to  his  mortgage,  in  preference  to  cre- 
ditors under  a  trust  created  by  the  will  <^  the  mortgagor 
for  payment  of  debts.     And  the  same  doctrine  was  held 
in  Lowthian  v.  HaseHJb),  and  Hamerion  v.  Rogers  (fi). 
The  case  of  Ireson  v.  Ihnn{d)  may  be  cited  by  the 
other  side,  as  an  authority  against  the  position  now  con- 
tended for ;  but  that  was  a  case  between  the  mortgagee 
and  a  purchaser  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  and  not 
one,  as  in  the  present  instance,  between  the  mortgagee 
and  the  creditors  of  a  mortgagor  who  has  become  bank- 
rupt.    Some  cases  may  also  be  cited  on  the  other  side, 
which  show  that  a  judgment  may  be  tacked  to  a  mort- 
gage, as  against  creditors;  but  there  the  judgment  is 
considered  as  a  clear  lien  on  the  land.     The  case  of  Ex 
parte  Bignold{e),  where  this  Court  refused  to  make  an 
Order  for  the  sale  of  a  mortgaged  estate,  which  was  sub- 
ject to  other  incumbrances,  is  distinguishable  from  the 
present  case ;  for  there  the  other  incumbrancers  were 
strangers,  and  were  not  before  the  Court ;  while,  in  this 
case,  all  the  otheL  incumbrances  are  in  the  hands  of  the 
mortgagee. 

Mr.   Swariston,   contra.     The   point  which   is   now 
brought  before  the  Court  has  been  settled  by  several 

(a)  3  Alk.  630.  (6;  3  Bro.  162. 

(c)  I  Ves.  jun.  513.  (d)  2  Cox  Rep.  425. 

(e)  3  Mont,  fie  A.  706 ;  1  Deac.  515. 
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1841.        cases,  an  abstract  of  which  is  given  in  Mr.  Coote's  Trea." 
E  DArtA       *'^  ^"  Mortgages  (a).     The  only  case,  that  is  decidedly 
Alsaoer.      to  the  contrary,  is  to  be  found  in  Eden's  Reports  of 
Cases  in  the  time  of  Lord  Northington.     But,  although 
there  are  several  good  cases  in  that  book,  there  are  also 
several  bad  ones ;  as,  for  instance,  the  case  of  Hurden  v. 
V  Parsons  (&),  where  it  is  laid  down  that  a  trustee  lending 

money  on  personal  security  out  of  the  trust  fund  is  not 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust.  In  the  present  case,  we  sub- 
mit that  a  Court  of  equity  is  entitled  to  say,  that  where 
a  creditor  has  a  real  security,  the  debtor  shall  not  be 
permitted  to  redeem,  without  paying  the  whole  debt. 
And  it  appears  from  Ex  parte  Pollard  {c),  that  where 
any  equities  affect  the  bankrupt,  they  also  affect  the  as- 
signees; and  that  the  latter  take  exactly  the  same  title 
which  the  bankrupt  had,  neither  more,  nor  less.  The 
very  question  now  mooted  has  been  the  subject  of  three 
different  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Chancery.  In  Pope 
V.  Onslow  (rf),  where  the  assignee  of  a  bankrupt  filed  his 
bill  to  redeem  a  mortgage  of  the  Manor  of  Newington 
made  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  defendant,  and  the  defen- 
dant by  his  answer  stated  that  he  had  first  lent  the  bank- 
rupt SOO/.  on  mortgage  of  a  particular  tenement,  and 
afterwards  300/.  on  the  manor,  which  was  of  better  value 
than  the  money  due,  and  that  the  first  mortgage  was  de- 
ficient in  value ;  it  was  adjudged  that  if  the  plaintiff 
would  redeem  one,  he  should  redeem  both.  So  in  JEx 
parte  Carter  {e),  where  a  bankrupt  had  made  two  sepa- 
rate mortgages  of  different  estates  to  the  same  person, 
and  had  afterwards  sold  the  equity  of  redemption  of  one 

(a)  P.  483.  (6)  1  Eden  Rep.  145. 

(c)  MoDt.  &  C.  239  ;  4  Deac.  27.  (d)  2  Vera.  207. 

(e)  Ambl.  733. 
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of  them,  it  was  held  that  the  purchaser  of  the  equity  of  1841. 
redemption  could  not  redeem  that  mortgage  only,  but  ex  parte 
must  redeem  both.  And  the  same  point  was  decided  in  ALSActn. 
Ireson  v.  Denn  (a),  which  cannot  be  distinguished  from 
this;  for  there  Lord  Alvanley  says,  that  a  mortgagee  of 
two  distinct  estates  upon  distinct  transactions  from  the 
same  mortgagor  was  entitled  to  hold  both, — even  against 
the  purchaser  of  the  equity  of  redemption  of  one  of  the 
mortgaged  estates,  without  notice  of  the  other  mortgage, 
— until  payment  of  the  whole  money  due  on  both  mort- 
gages. And  again,  in  Jones  v.  Smith  (i),  the  same 
learned  judge  observes,  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  will 
not  under  these  circumstances  interpose  in  favour  of  the 
redemption  of  one  mortgage,  without  the  redemption  of 
both.  From  these  cases,  it  is  manifest  that  Lord  Nor- 
thinglon  was  quite  in  error  in  his  decision  in  Willie  v. 
Lugg  (c) ;  the  current  of  modern  authorities,  as  observed 
by  Mr.  Coote  {d)  in  his  comment  on  that  case,  being  cer- 
tainly to  the  contrary. 

Mr.  Walfordy  in  reply.  The  case  of  Pope  v.  On* 
8low{e)j  which  has  been  relied  on  by  the  other  side. 
Lord  Hardwiche  would  not  permit  to  be  cited  as  an 
authority  in  Ex  parte  King  if).  And  with  regard  to  the 
impeachment  of  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  iVbr- 

(a)  2  Cox  Rep.  425.  (ri)  Coote  on  Mortgages,  490. 

(6)  2  Ves.  jun.  376.  («)  2  Vera.  286. 

(c)  2  Eden,  78. 

(/)  1  Atk.  300.  Mr.  Coote,  however,  in  his  treatise  on  Mortgages,  p. 
486,  says,  that  Lord  Hardwiche  soon  corrected  his  opinion';  for  in  the  much 
stronger  case  of  Tiiley  v.  Vuvh  (cited  in  £x  parte  Carter,  Ambl.  753,)  on 
an  appeal  to  him  from  tlic  Rolls,  where  a  decree  bad  been  made  on  a  bill 
filed  by  a  purchaser  of  the  equiry  of  redemption  of  one  of  two  estates  in 
mortgage,  that  he  must  redeem  both,  and  not  one  only,  his  lordship  affirmed 
the  decree. 

VOL.  II.  A  A 
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1841.  thington  in  Willie  v.  Lugg  (a),  it  is  manifest  from  what 
£z  parte  ^^^^  TAMr/oM;  says  in  the  case  of  Vanderzee  v.  W%Uis(b), 
Amageb.  |Jj|^|.  ijjg  decision  of  Lord  Northington  was  correct. 
Lord  Thurlow  observes,  *'  All  the  cases  agree,  that  if  the 
executor  assigned  the  equity  of  redemption,  it  would  put 
an  end  to  the  tacking ;  so  it  would^  if  the  specialty  cre- 
ditor brought  the  bill.  I  am  afraid,  the  rule  has  been 
laid  down  too  broad,  and  that  there  being  a  decree  for 
creditors  to  come  in,  they  must  redeem  on  payment  of  the 
lOOOZ.  and  interest  ;*'  notwithstanding  the  fact  was  in  that 
case,  that  the  depositor  of  the  securities  was  at  his  death 
indebted  in  a  larger  sum  to  his  bankers,  the  depositaries. 
The  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Eden  in  his  note  to  WiUie  v. 
Lugg{c)  do  not  bear  him  out  in  the  position  he  en- 
deavours to  establish.  In  Jones  v.  Smith  {d),  what  is 
said  to  have  been  ruled  by  Lord  Alvanley  is  a  mere  obiter 
dictum  ;  for  the  only  point  decided  in  that  case  was,  that 
where  personal  securities  were  pledged  for  a  specific 
debt, — and,  after  a  mortgage  to  the  creditor,  the  same 
securities  with  others  were  pledged  by  him  for  the  ba- 
Imee  of  an  account, — the  transactions  being  distinct, 
redemption  of  the  personal  securities  was  decreed,  with* 
out  discharging  what  was  due  on  the  mortgage. 

Sir  John  Cross.— The  principle  appears  to  me  to  be 
clearly  settled,  that  a  mortgage  of  distinct  property  may  be 
tacked  to  a  mortgage  of  other  property ;  and  that  when  the 
mortgagor  applies  to  redeem,  he  cannot  redeem  one  with- 
out the  other.  My  present  impression  is,  that  the  assignees 
of  a  bankrupt  mortgagor  stand  in  his  place,  and  are  sub- 
ject to  all  the  equities  of  the  bankrupt.    But  I  will  look 

(«)  2  Eden  lUp.  78.  (c)  2  Edan  Rep.  80. 

(6)  3  BrowD,  23.  (d)  2  Yes.  jan.  372. 
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into  the  cases  that  have  been  cited,  and  if  I  find  reason  1841. 

to  alter  my  opinion,  the  parties  shall  be  apprised  of  that  ^T^ 

fact  from  the  registrar.    If  they  hear  nothing  to  the  con-  Au aobb. 
trary,  the  Order  will  be  for  the 

Petition  to  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


Ex  parte  Daniel  Britten. — In  the  matter  of 

Daniel  Britten. Weitmintter, 

Nov.  5  and 
Dee.  8. 

In  this  case  the  bankrupt  had  some  time  back  presented  Where  an 

Order  was  made 

a  petition  to  annul  the  fiat^  which  was  dismissed.  He  against  a  party, 
afterwards  presented  another  petition  for  the  same  pur-  uner  in  the 
pose^  which  was  heard  in  the  long  vacation^  and  the  fo^a!e%y^ment 
same  result  followed ;  and,  in  order  to  protect  the  respon«  ^tufonl^an  ^^* 
dents  firom  being  harassed  by  useless  litigation,  the  Court  ^ide'  uniJerthe 
dismissed  this  second  petition  with  costs.  To  enforce  J  ^^  ^J^^'^  ^^ 
the  payment  of  the  costs,  the  respondents  had  obtained  charge  Mm  in 

*    "^  "^  execution  for 

the  common  four  day  Order ;  but  that  had  hitherto  been  the  costs. 

'^  Semble,  that 

of  no  avail.    The  bankrupt  was  a  prisoner  in  the  cus-  the  Court  of 

Review  has  in 

tody  of  the  marshal  of  the  Queen's  Bench;  and  the  such  case  no 
question  was  how  far  the  detention  of  the  bankrupt  could  issue  a  writ  of 
be  insured,  so  as  to  compel  the  payment  of  these  costs.    bHng'up^the 

party,  in  order 
that  be  may  be 

Mr.  Bacon,  on  behalf  of  the  respondents,  now  moved  ^\"|^of  com- 
for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  cum  causd,  to  bring  up  the  "^^^"^J!^^^^^  ^^ 
bankrupt  and  charge  him  with  the  warrant  of  commitment  the  costs. 
of  this  Court,  which,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  proceeding 
in  this  Court,  as  well  as  in  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
would  be  directed  to  the  warden  of  the  Fleet.    The 
question  as  to  the  power  of  this  Court  to  issue  a  habeas 
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1841.        corpus  was  discussed^  but  not  decided   in   -Ea:  parte 

Jones  (a).      But   it   is   submitted   that  this   Court   has 
Ex  parte  ^  ^ 

Bbitten.  authority  to  do  so,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Court  Act,  1  &  2  TT*  4.  c.  56. ;  the  first  section 
of  which  declares  that  this  Court  "  shall  have,  use,  and 
exercise  all  the  rights,  incidents,  and  privileges,  as  fully 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  the  same  are  used,  exercised, 
and  enjoyed  by  any  of  his  Majesty's  Courts  of  Law  or 
judges  at  Westminster."  And  by  section  4,  it  is  also 
declared,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court  of  Review 
to  issue  process  *'to  enforce  the  orders  and  decrees  of 
the  Court,  and  to  that  end  to  exercise  all  the  powers 
vested  for  such  purpose  in  any  of  his  Majesty's  Courts 
of  Record  at  Westminster." 

Sir  John  Cross. — As  at  present  advised,  I  think  this 
Court  has  not  the  power  to  issue  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 
which  is  only  given  by  the  30  Car.  2.  c.  2.  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor  and  the  judges  of  the  King's  Bench,  Common 
Pleas,  and  Exchequer  (b).  But  I  will  consider  the  efiect 
of  the  sections  of  the  Bankruptcy  Court  Act  that  have 
been  referred  to,  as  well  as  the  clause  in  the  act  for  the 
abolition  of  arrest  for  debt  on  mesne  process,  1  &  2  Vict. 
c.  110.  s.  18.,  which  empowers  this  Court  to  enforce  its 
orders  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  Courts  of  common 
law. 

Dscemher  8.  Sir  JoHN  Cross  now  Said,  that  he  had  been  unable  to 
find  any  precedent  to  justify  the  Court  in  granting  the 
application,  and  none  had  been  suggested  at  the  bar.  It 
is  probable,  however,  that  the  applicant  may  find  a  better 

(a)  2  Mont.  &  A.  41 ;  4  Deac.  &  C.  536. 
(6)  See  Ex  parte  James,  3  Deac.  528,  note. 
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course  suggested  by  the  18th  section  of  the  1  &  2  Vict. 
c.  110.^  which  declares  that  the  orders  and  decrees  of  the 
Court  of  Review,  whereby  any  sum  of  money,  or  any  costs, 
charges,  or  expenses  shall  be  payable,  shall  have  the  effect 
of  judgments  in  the  superior  Courts  of  common  law,  and 
that  the  persons  to  whom  the  same  shall  be  payable  shall 
be  deemed  judgment  creditors ;  and  all  remedies  thereby 
given  to  judgment  creditors  are  in  like  manner  given  to 
persons,  to  whom  any  monies  or  costs,  charges  or  ex- 
penses are  by  such  orders  directed  to  be  paid.  It  will 
be  therefore  for  counsel  to  consider  whether  this  enact- 
ment will  not  serve  the  intended  purpose. 
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1841. 


Ex  parte 
Britten. 


Mr.  Bacon  then  consented  to  take  such  an  Order  as 
would  charge  the  party  in  execution  for  the  costs,  under 
the  1  &  2  Vici.  c.  110.  s.  18. 


Note.  The  matter  was  again  mentioned  this  day,  when 
the  Court  granted  an  Order  for  bringing  up  the  bankrupt 
from  the  Queen's  Bench,  for  the  purpose  of  recommitting 
him  to  that  prison  under  an  Order  of  detention  until  the 
costs  should  be  paid. 


1842. 
January  17. 


Ex  parte  Bates. — In  the  matter  of  Bates. 

Weitminster, 

This  was  a  petition  of  the  bankrupt  to  annul  the  fiat,  ^^^  ^**^j^ 
on  the  ground  of  his  infancy.     It  appeared  that  he  began  ^^.^"*P*  'P" 
business  in  March  1840,  and  was  married  in  the  follow-  the  fiat  on  the 

erouDd  of  in* 

ing  April ;  upon  which  occasion  he  made  an  affidavit  that  fancy,  and  it 

appeared  that 

he  was  twenty-one  years  of  age.     In  support  of  the  pre-  on  the  occasion 
sent  application,  his  mother,  and  another  person  who  was  a  year  before 

the  fiat  issued, 
he  had  made  an  afiidavit  that  he  was  then  of  age,  his  petition  was  dismissed  with  costs. 


Ex  parte 
Bates. 
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1841.       present  at  his  birth^  had  made  affidavits  that  he  was  not 
twenty-one,  having  been  born  on  the  16th  January  1821. 

Mr.  Fitzherbert,  for  the  petitioner.  The  bankrupt, 
in  procuring  a  licence  for  his  raarriage,  might  have  made 
a  mistake  in  his  affidavit,  without  any  intention  to  per- 
jure himself. 

Mr.  Keene,  contra,  relied  on  the  case  of  Ex  parte 
Wation(a\  where  a  bankrupt,  who  had  held  himself 
forth  to  the  world  as  an  adult  and  sui  juris,  and  had 
traded  in  that  character  for  two  years,  contracting  debts 
to  a  considerable  amount,  applied  to  supersede  the  com- 
mission on  the  ground  of  infancy;  when  Lord  Eldon 
dismissed  his  petition,  and  left  him  to  his  action  at  law. 

Sir  John  Cross. — Admitting  the  fact,  that  the  bank- 
rupt was  really  not  of  age  when  the  fiat  issued, — the 
affidavit  that  he  made  when  he  married,  in  which  he 
swore  that  he  was  then  of  age,  operates  as  an  estoppel 
to  the  present  application.  This  is  a  stronger  case  than 
that  of  Ex  parte  Watson  (a),  where  the  bankrupt  merely 
represented  that  he  was  of  age ;  but  here  he  holds  him- 
self out  on  oath  as  an  adult. 

Mr.  Keene.  As  the  petitioner  has  made  this  applica- 
tion by  his  next  friend,  James  Massey,  it  is  submitted 
that  Massey  is  liable  to  the  costs  of  this  petition. 

The  Court  acceded  to  this  view  of  the  case. 

Petition  dismissed  with  costs,  as  against  Massey. 

(a)  16Ves.265. 


\ 
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1841. 


Ex  parte  Turquand.— In  the  matter  of  B.  and  S.         Wntmimter 
Vanderplank. ^'^^- »  *  1^- 

Where  a  nego- 

This  was  the  petition  of  an  assignee,  praying  to  ex-  pfwe^bet^^Un 
punge  a  proof  for  3913/.    The  bankrupts  had  carried  on  an/^l/jls^; 
the  trade  of  woollen  drapers,  and  one  Evill  had  been  in  *^®  admission  of 

r       ^  £.  as  a  partner 

the  habit  of  supplying  them  with  goods.     In  April  1839  ^*^«**®I"* 
some  negotiation  took  place  between  the  bankrupts  and  oat  a  sketch  of 

^  '^  the  terms  of  the 

Emu  respecting  the  formation  of  a  partnership  between  intended  part- 

t  1  <•      1  .  1  1        •■  .  .        «       ncTship,  two  of 

them,  the  terms  of  which  were  reduced  to  writing  by  which  were, 

-_  ,„  -  .         1 ,  A  1  .  ^        ^**  ^'  should 

JEvill,  but  were  never  signed  by  any  of  the  parties.     One  bring  in  2000/., 
of  the  stipulations  of  the  agreement  was,  that  i?m7/ should  and  baiHn ' 
make  an  advance  of  2000/.,  half  in  cash,  and  half  in  fh'l^fi'^^^^^ 
woollen  goods,  to  be  furnished  by  him  at  prime  cost;  ^atof^and 
which  stipulation  he  performed,  by  depositing  bills  with  ^J*E*^accord- 
the  bankrupts,  and  delivering  goods  to  the  requisite  !?^'|(j^?^*^* 
amount ;  the  delivery  of  the  goods  being  unaccompanied  «!»»>  'jj^ic^  <^«, 
with  an  invoice,  as  had  been  the  practice  on  former  were  added  to' 
occasions.    Another  stipulation  of  the  agreement  was,  firm ;  but  no 
that  the  intended  partnership  should  be  carried  on  under  don? by  eao 
the  firm  of  "  B.  and  S.  Vanderplank  k  Co.,"  the  bank-  ctnriired^'im- 
rupts  having  previously  traded  under  the  firm  of  B.  and  ner^ndt^ 
S.  Vanderplank.     This  stipulation  was  also  complied  J^^"^^^*'^ 
with,  after  the  advance  of  the  2000Z.    Although  Evill  agreement  for  a 


did  not  sign  the  agreement,  yet  in  framing  a  sketch  of  the  ^^^>  ^^^^  ^^^ 

^  "^  °  was  not  suflfi- 

articles,  he  wrote  his  own  name  in  the  beginning  of  the  cient  to  consU- 

,  tale  him  a  part- 

instrument.  ner  with  B.  and 

In  June  1840,  the  bankrupts  found  themselves  in  con-  prevent  him 
slderable  difficulties ;  and  in  July  an  action  was  brought  the  amount  of 
against  them  by  EviU  for  a  sum  exceeding  3000/.,  in  a  debt^dSe^fwrn 
which  judgment  was  signed  by  consent,  and  execution  ^'Jj^ct^  filT' 
was  issued  the  same  day  on  which  the  fiat  was  sued  out;  ^'"a^aT'^* 
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1841.  which  execution^  however,  was  subsequently  set  aside  as 
invalid.  Under  these  circumstances,  Evill  applied  to 
TuRQUAND.  prove  for  the  amount  of  his  advances ;  contending,  that 
such  advances  were  made  with  a  view  to  the  completion 
of  a  partnership,  only,  upon  being  satisfied  of  the  perfect 
solvency  of  the  firm,  and  on  the  express  understanding 
that  the  sums  should  be  considered  as  constituting  a  debt, 
in  the  event  of  the  failure  of  the  arrangement  for  the 
partnership.  The  assignee  opposed  the  proof  before  the 
Commissioner,  on  the  ground  that  Uvill  was  a  partner 
with  the  bankrupts ;  but  the  Commissioner  admitted  the 
proof.  It  appeared  that  an  action  had  been  brought  by 
a  creditor,  and  was  now  pending  against  Evilly  as  a 
partner,  and  therefore  liable  for  goods  sold  to  the  firm  of 
Vanderplank  and  Co. 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Elmsly,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  We  submit,  that  £vill  was,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  a  partner  with  the  bankrupts  under  the  new- 
adopted  firm  of  "  jB.  and  S.  Vanderplank  8c  Co."  It  is 
sworn  by  one  of  the  persons  who  dealt  with  the  house, 
that  when  the  bankrupts  added  the  words  ''and  Co."  to 
their  former  firm,  it  was  generally  understood  that  some 
other  person  had  been  taken  into  partnership.  Another 
witness,  of  the  name  of  Fletcher,  swears  that  Evill  was 
meant  to  be  designated  by  the  words  "  and  Co. ;"  but 
that  he  did  not  wish  his  name  to  appear,  and  was  de- 
sirous that  the  partnership  should  be  kept  secret.  All 
the  previous  transactions  between  the  bankrupts  and 
Evillf  as  to  the  sale  of  goods  to  them,  were  in  the  usual 
mode  of  dealing  between  vendor  and  purchaser,  and 
accompanied  with  an  invoice ;  but,  in  the  present  instance^ 


i 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  341 

that  was  not  the  case ;  there  was  no  invoice  accompanying  1841. 
the  last  delivery  of  the  goods  to  the  value  of  5000/.  The  g^  ^^ 
plea  on  the  other  side  is,  that  the  agreement  for  the  part-  Tubquand. 
nership  was  not  signed,  and  that  it  was  only  a  condi- 
tional agreement  and  optional  on  the  part  of  JEvilL  But 
notwithstanding  it  may  be  optional  as  between  him  and 
the  bankrupts,  yet,  as  between  himself  and  third  parties, 
he  continues  to  be  a  partner  up  to  the  time  he  makes  the 
option.  Then,  as  to  the  signature  of  the  document, — 
it  is  very  true,  that  JEvilVs  signature  does  not  appear 
at  the  foot  of  it ;  but.  then  he  has  written  his  name  with 
his  own  hand  in  the  beginning  of  the  agreement.  That  is 
what  amounts  to  a  signature  in  law,  and  one  on  which  a 
court  of  equity  would  decree  a  specific  performance  of 
the  agreement,  as  being  a  sufficient  signing  to  satisfy  the 
Statute  of  Frauds ;  Prapert  v.  Parker  (a).  It  may  be 
contended,  that  what  was  done  was  only  in  contemplation 
of  a  future  agreement ;  but  we  submit,  that  it  was  an 
actual  operative  agreement ;  and  the  difierent  acts  done, 
in  pursuance  of  the  stipulations  contained  in  it,  show 
clearly  that  it  was  an  existing  agreement,  which  was 
being  performed. 

Sir  John  Cross. — If  the  petitioner  can  prove,  that, 
from  the  nature  of  the  dealings  between  the  bankrupts 
and  Evilly  the  latter  acted  as  a  partner  with  them,  that 
will  be  sufficient.  Suppose  there  is  a  negotiation  between 
two  parties  for  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  and  one  of  the 
parties  is  let  into  possession  of  the  premises  before  the 
agreement  is  finally  concluded,  would  not  that  establish 
the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  between  the  parties, 

(a)  1  Ruts.  &  My.  625. 
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1841.       80  as  to  ground  a  right  of  action  for  use  and  occupation 


Ex  parte      ^^  ^"®  ^^^^  against  the  other  ? 

TVRQUAND. 

Mr.  Anderdan,  and  Mr.  Bacortf  contrd.  The  question, 
in  this  case  is,  whether  a  man  may  not  entrust  another 
with  money  and  goods,  which  he  may  at  his  option  treat 
as  the  capital  of  a  partnership,  or  convert  into  a  debt. 
There  is  no  doubt  but  that  that  can  be  done.  Was  there 
that  done  between  these  parties,  that  would  have  pre- 
vented Evill  from  bringing  an  action  against  the  Vander' 
pUmks  for  the  money  ?  Is  the  mere  advance  of  this 
money  sufficient  evidence  of  a  partnership  ?  for  that  is 
the  only  evidence  of  a  partnership  adduced  by  the  other 
side.  Nothing  else  whatever  was  done  in  conformity 
with  the  agreement. 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  in  reply. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Nap.  15.  Sir  John  Cross.— This  is  the  petition  of  the  assig- 
nee of  B.  and  S.  Vanderplanh,  praying  that  a  claim 
of  a  creditor  for  3913/.,  which  had  been  admitted  by 
the  Commissioner,  may  be  disallowed  and  expunged 
flrom  the  proceedings.  It  is  not  at  present  disputed,  that 
the  respondent  made  advances  to  the  bankrupts  to  the 
amount  claimed  by  him ;  but  it  was  contended  on  the 
part  of  the  assignees,  that  the  advances  were  made  in 
the  course  of  a  trade  carried  on  by  the  respondent  in 
co-partnership  with  the  bankrupts,  and  that,  conse- 
quently, there  is  no  proveable  debt  in  respect  of  it. 
Upon  the  argument,  there  arose  three  questions  to  be 
determined :  first,  whether  there  was  a  general  partner- 
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ship  between  the  bankrupts  and  the  respondents ;  seeondfy,       1 841  • 
whether  the  transaction,  out  of  which  the  claim  arises^      ^^  ^^ 
was  in  the  nature  of  a  partnership  transaction;  and     Turquawd, 
thirdly f  whether  the  conduct  of  the  respondent  entitled 
the  assignees  to  consider  him  in  the  light  of  a  partner. 
It  appears,  that,  one  year  before  the  bankruptcy  took 
place,  the  respondent  and  the  bankrupts  were  in  treaty 
respecting  the  formation  of  a  partnership  betweem  them, 
and  that  the  various  articles  of  partnership  were  reduced 
to  writing;  but  they  were  never  signed,  nor  was  the 
treaty  ever  completed ;  the  respondent  having  declined 
entering  into  partnership  for  twelve  months.     There 
was,  therefore,  no  general  partnership  between  the  par- 
ties, as  was  originally  intended.     But,  in  the  second 
place,  it  is  said,  that  the  subsequent  dealings  of  the 
parties  were  in  accordance  with  tlie  articles  which  had 
been  drawn  up;  and  to  prove  this,  it  is  alleged,  that  the 
articles  having  provided  that  the  trade  should  in  future 
be  carried  on  under  the  style  and  firm  of ''  B.  and  8. 
Vanderplank  &  Co.,"  the  bankrupts  did  thenceforth 
adopt  and  take  upon  themselves  that  description  in  car- 
rying on  their  trade,  expecting  that  this  designation 
would  afterwards  include  the  respondent  as  a  dormant 
partner;  but  I  find  no  proof  that  this  was  done  with  the 
privity  of  the  respondent,  or  in  consequence  of  any 
understanding  between  him  and  the  bankrupts.    It  is 
further  stated,  that  an  advance  was  made  by  the  respon- 
dent to  the  bankrupts  to  the  same  amount,  and  in  the 
same  manner  as  were  prescribed  by  the  articles,  with 
respect  to  the  respondent's  share  of  the  capital  of  the 
intended  co-partnership ;  and  on  this  ground  it  is  con- 
tended, that  the  transaction  must  be  regarded  as  a  part- 
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1841.  nership  dealing,  and  not  as  a  loan  or  sale  of  goods.  I 
"^^^^  find,  however,  that  it  was  never  so  regarded  by  the 
TuMQUAND.  parties  themselves ;  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  bank- 
rupts considered  themselves  as  the  debtors  of  the  respon- 
dent, in  respect  of  the  advance  in  question,  and  con- 
sented to  his  recovering  judgment  against  them  upon  it. 
And,  although  it  is  true  that  the  judgment  has  since 
been  set  aside,  yet  this  was  not  done  on  the  ground  that 
the  debt  was  not  due,  but  on  legal  grounds  wholly  irre- 
spective of  the  question,  whether  the  transaction  was  a 
partnership  dealing  or  not.  The  remaining  question  is, 
whether  the  respondent  held  himself  out  to  the  world  as 
a  partner.  Now  the  whole  transaction  is  inconsistent 
with  such  a  notion.  One  of  the  bankrupts  admits,  that 
the  respondent  refused  to  sign  the  articles,  but  says,  that 
he  considered  the  respondent  as  a  partner,  from  his 
having  advanced  capital.  This,  however,  was  clearly  an 
after  thought,  and  neither  of  the  bankrupts  states  one 
partnership  act.  But  the  greatest  stress  is  laid  by  the 
petitioner  upon  the  testimony  of  Fletcher,  between  whom 
and  the  respondent  there  seems  to  have  existed  a  close 
intimacy  and  friendship,  which  is  now  turned  into  a 
bitter  animosity.  But  even  this  testimony  shows  that 
the  partnership  was  prospective  only,  and  not  actually 
in  existence.  On  the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  there  was  no  partnership,  either  secret  or  avowed, 
between  the  respondent  and  the  bankrupts ;  and  it  is  a 
satisfaction  to  me  to  find  that  the  Commissioner  has 
come  to  the  same  conclusion. 

Petition  dismissed  with  costs;  assignees*  costs  to 
come  out  of  the  estate. 
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Mr.  J.  Russell^  on  the  part  of  the  assignees,  now        i841. 
appeared  in  support  of  a  petition  to  suspend  the  payment        ^^/^ 

£z  pftrt6 

of  the  dividend,  until  the  pending  action  at  law  against     Turquano. 
Evill  was  disposed  of.    He  stated  that  it  was  standing  for    ^'^X  ^"" 
trial  at  the  present  sittings,  in  which  the  sole  question     ^^««*^  ^• 

Tho  Court  will 

would  be  partnership,  or  no  partnership;  that  further  not  suspend  the 

evidence  had  been  discovered,  as  to  the  existence  of  the  vidwd,  on  the 

partnership ;  and  that  there  was  a  prospect  of  success  in  pending  action 

the  action.  dSSSVnwhi^i 

was  sought  to 
charge  hin  as  a 

Mr.  AnderdoUi  for  the  respondent,  opposed  the  appli-  ^Jl^pTJ'ift^ 

cation.  the  very  ime 

question  has 
been  litigated  by 
the  petitiooeri 
Sir  John  Cross. — This  is  a  singular  application  by  an  a»1  decided 

^  open  by  this 

official  assignee  and  his  co-assignees,  praying  that  the  Court. 

payment  of  a  dividend  may  be  suspended.  As  the  peti- 
tion impugns  the  former  judgment  of  the  Court  as  erro* 
neous,  I  have  thought  it  right  to  hear  all  that  could  be 
said  upon  the  subject ;  for  I  should  be  extremely  sorry, 
if  it  should  be  supposed  that  the  Court  was  unwilling  to 
reconsider  any  of  its  judgments,  or  was  not  ready  at  any 
time  to  retrace  its  steps,  if  justice  required  it.  What  are 
the  facts  to  ground  the  present  application  ?  Mr.  EviU 
had  a  large  debt,  which  was  disputed  by  the  assignees, 
and  decided  on  by  the  Commissioner,  after  the  examina- 
tion of  the  creditor  and  other  persons  in  an  elaborate  in- 
vestigation, which  occupied  two  or  three  days ;  and  it  was 
then  declared  entitled  to  proof.  The  official  assignee,  it 
seems,  dif!ered  in  opinion  with  the  Commisioner,  alleged 
that  his  decision  was  wrong,  and  came  foremost  with  a 
petition  to  this  Court  to  expunge  the  proof.  On  the 
hearing  of  that  petition,  all  the  evidence  that  could  be 
collected  was  adduced;  and  the   Court,  having  duly 
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1841.  weighed  all  that  was  laid  before  it  on  the  question  of  a 
^"^^  partnership,  was  unable  to  arrive  at  the  opinion  so  confi- 
TvBQUAMD.  dently  maintained  by  the  petitioner.  There  was  nothing 
but  the  appearance,  a  mere  prima  facie  case,  of  partner- 
ship, which  an  examination  of  the  facts  removed;  and  a 
conclusion  was  arrived  at  by  the  Court,  without  any 
doubt  or  reservation  upon  the  subject.  An  issue  would 
have  been  directed  by  the  Court,  had  such  a  course  been 
more  satisfactory  to  the  parties ;  but  it  was  declined,  and 
the  Court  gave  a  decision  on  the  merits  of  the  case. 
The  question  now  is,  whether  this  Court  vnll  suspend 
the  execution  of  its  Order,  until  a  trial  has  taken  place, 
in  which  the  question  of  partnership  might  or  might  not 
be  involved ;  for  it  does  not  appear  upon  the  pleadings. 
The  Court  cannot  judicially  take  notice  of  such  a  pro- 
spective trial.  Its  judgment  has  been  formed  on  the  evi- 
dence brought  before  it  by  both  parties  after  a  full  hear- 
ing, and  it  would  not  be  justified  in  suspending  the 
payment  of  a  dividend,  where  no  doubt  existed  as  to  the 
right  of  the  creditor  to  make  the  proof.  It  is  now  pro- 
posed to  deprive  the  respondent  of  the  benefit  of  his 
proof,  on  vague  suggestions,  which  the  Court  would  be 
doing  much  injustice  to  be  influenced  by. 

Petition  dismissed  with  costs,  to  be  allowed  out  of 
the  estate. 
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1841. 
Ex  parte  Hopton.— In  the  matter  of  Thomas  Reeves       ^^^^"^ 
and  William  Reeves.  ^  HaW  ^"^ 

^  July  29. 

AT  the  date  of  the  fiat,  the  bankrupt^  Thomas  Reeves,  ^  p^^oi  lease  is 
held  by  parol  of  the  petitioner!  as  tenant  from  year  to  c!i6.b.?5^'^ 
year,  two  farms,  at  a  rent  of  595/.  The  assignees  had  ^^^^^^  7  pe- 
permitted  the  bankrupt  to  continue  in  the  possession  of  ^^  ^^  ^^ 
the  farms;  and  the  prayer  of  the  present  petition  was,  Court  has  juris- 
that  they  might  elect  under  6  Oeo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  76.  (a),  the  landlord  his 
either  to  take  or  decline  the  leasehold  interest  of  the 
bankrupt. 

Mn  •/•  Russell,  and  Mr.  Dickenson,  for  the  peti- 
tioners. It  is  decided  by  the  case  of  Slack  v.  Sharpe  (&), 
that  a  parol  lease  from  year  to  year  was  within  the  pro- 
vision of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  75.  In  that  case.  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Denman  said,  '^  We  have  felt  some  doubt 
on  a  point,  which  has  not  been  argued,  viz.  whether  a 
parol  contract  be  within  this  clause.  We  think,  how- 
ever, that  the  clause  does  comprehend  the  case,  and  that 

(«)  "  Aud  be  k  further  enacted,  that  auy  bankrupt,  entitled  to  any  lease  or 
agreement  for  a  lease,  if  the  assignees  accept  the  same,  shall  not  be  liable  to 
pay  any  rent  accruing  after  the  date  of  the  commission,  or  to  be  sued  in  re- 
spect of  any  subsequent  non-obsenrance  or  non«performance  of  the  condi- 
tions, covenants,  or  agreements,  therein  contained,  and  if  the  assigneee 
decline  the  same,  shall  not  be  liable  as  aforesaid,  in  case  he  deliver  up  such 
lease  within  fourteen  days  after  he  shall  have  had  notice  that  the  assignees 
shall  have  declined  as  aforesaid ;  and  if  the  assignees  shall  not,  upon  being 
thereto  required,  elect  whether  they  will  accept  or  decline  such  lease  or 
agreement  for  a  lease,  the  lessor,  or  person  so  agreeing  as  aforesaid,  or  any 
person  entitled  under  such  lessor  or  person  so  agreeing,  shall  be  entitled  to 
apply  by  petition  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  who  may  order  them  to  elect  and 
deliver  up  such  lease  or  agreement,  in  case  they  shall  decline  the  same,  and 
the  possession  of  the  premises,  or  may  make  such  other  oxder  therein  as  he 
shall  think  fit." 

(6)  8  Adol.  &  Ellis,  366. 
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1841.  ^hc  ofi'cr  to  deliver  up  possession  is,  in  such  a  case,  equi- 
y^^^^  valent  to  a  delivery  of  the  lease  or  agreement;"  and 
UorTOH.  LittledaU  J.  said,  "  I  agree  that  this  case  is  within  sec- 
tion 75.  The  words,  deliver  up  such  lease  or  agreement, 
might  indeed  seem  to  contemplate  some  writing ;  still, 
considering  that  the  clause  is  framed  for  the  benefit  of 
the  tenant,  I  think  the  delivering  up  possession  is  deli- 
vering up  the  lease." 

Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  Wood,  for  the  assignees.  In 
Ex  parte  Sutton  (a).  Lord  Eldon  decided,  that  a  parol 
lease  was  not  within  the  49  Geo.  3.  c.  121.  s.  19.,  which 
corresponded  with  the  75th  section  of  the  present  bank- 
rupt act ;  but  this  case  was  not  adverted  to  in  Skick  v. 
Sharpe,  which  circumstance,  as  well  as  the  fact  of  the 
point  not  having  been  there  argued,  must  very  much 
weaken  the  authority  of  that  case,  for  the  purpose  of 
overruling  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Sutton  (a). 

Mr.  J.  Russellf  in  reply. 

Sir  John  Cross. — I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that 
although  there  is  no  written  lease,  the  parol  lease  is 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  It  is  true,  the  clause 
speaks  of  a  lease  to  be  delivered  up,  but  I  think  the 
meaning  of  that  is,  that  if  there  be  a  lease,  it  shall  be  de- 
livered up ;  and  that  if  there  is  no  lease,  the  delivery  up 
of  possession  is  sufficient.  It  would  be  extraordinary,  if 
such  a  case  as  this  were  a  castis  omissus  in  the  statute  ; 
for  a  parol  lease  for  three  years  would  be  sufficient  to 
give  a  legal  interest  for  that  term.  The  present  lease  is 
a  lease  from  year  to  year,  and  by  operation  of  law  it  has 


(a)  2  Rose,  86. 


\ 


IIOPTON. 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  349 

come  to  the  assignees,  who  have  a  right  to  reject  or  take  ^841. 
it ;  but  for  them  to  stand  aloofi  and  neither  say  whether  ^.x  parte 
they  will  reject  or  take  it,  is  very  unjust  to  the  landlord; 
nor  can  they  be  permitted  to  stand  by,  until  they  see  what 
will  be  the  nature  of  the  crops, — so  as  to  take  the  lease  if 
they  are  good«  and  reject  it  if  they  are  bad.  I  think  the 
petitioner  is  entitled  to  the  Order  which  he  prays. 

Mr.  Russell,  then  asked  for  costs. 

Mr.  Swanston,  for  the  assignees.  It  was  decided  in 
JSx  parte  Bright  (a),  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  make  an  Order  for  costs  in  such  a  case  as  the  present ; 
the  statute  not  having  subjected  the  bankrupt's  estate  to 
the  payment  of  the  landlord's  costs. 

Sir  John  Cross. — It  is  a  very  important  question, 
whether  the  Court  has  not  a  general  jurisdiction  to  award 
costs  between  the  parties  litigant  before  it ;  but,  without 
saying  whether  in  this  case  it  has  such  jurisdiction  or 
not,  I  do  not  think  it  expedient  to  give  costs;  and  I 
therefore  make  no  Order  on  the  subject. 

Ordered  as  prayed,  assignees  to  elect  in  fourteen 
days,  and  to  take  their  costs  out  of  the  estate. 

(a)  2  G.  &  J.  79. 
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1841. 


Ex  parte  Sharp.— In  the  matter  of  Samuel  Chadwick, 

Wtstminster,  JaMES  ChADWICK,  and  JoHN  ChADWICK. 

November  3. 

Asiignees  under  XHIS  was  a  joint  fiat,  under  which  no  adjudication  had 
ordered  to  pio-  taken  place,  for  want  of  proof  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
ceedingi  under  had  been  committed  by  one  of  the  partners.  A  separate 
opening  of  a  S*^  h^^  however  previously  issued  against  this  partner, 
Ihe^ltme^Sfc^  Under  which  he  had  been  found  a  bankrupt,  and  assig- 
M^toers,  forthe  °^®^  ^^^  ^^^^  appointed.  The  petitioning  creditor,  who 
pro^^eact  ^^^  ®^®^  ^"'  ^^^  ^^^^^  ^*'*  "^^  presented  his  petition, 
i^th*   h  S^^ '    praying  that  the  assignees  under  the  separate  fiat  might 

Comrainioneri  be  Ordered  to  produce  the  proceedings  under  that  fiat, 

had  declined  to  ir  r  & 

order  the  pro-  and  that  the  petitioner  might  be  at  liberty  to  inspect  and 

ceedingttobe 

produced.  take  copies  of  them,  or  of  so  much  of  them  as  related  to 

the  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by  Samuel  Chadwick; 
or  that  the  petitioning  creditors,  or  the  assignees,  under 
the  separate  fiat  might  be  ordered  to  communicate,  upon 
aflSdavit,  the  name,  residence  and  description  of  the  per- 
son or  persons  by  whom  such  act  of  bankruptcy  was 
proved,  and  the  nature  and  date  of  such  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, and  in  whose  custody  were  any  written  documents 
used  in  evidence  for  that  purpose.  The  separate  fiat  was 
issued  on  the  I9th  of  July  1841,  and  the  joint  fiat  on  the 
7th  of  August;  and  both  were  directed  to  the  same  Com- 
missioners. A  meeting  of  the  Commissioners  was  held 
on  the  26th  of  August,  and  another  was  held  on  the  3rd 
of  September,  for  the  purpose  of  opening  the  joint  fiat. 
At  the  latter  of  these  meetings,  the  Commissioners  ex- 
pressed themselves  to  be  ready  to  adjudicate  on  an  act 
of  bankruptcy  being  found  to  have  been  committed  by 
Samuel  Chadwick^  that  being  the  only  point  on  which 
they  required  evidence.    Another  meeting  was  conse<- 
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quently  held,  when  the  solicitors  and  one  of  the  assignees  l^^l- 
under  the  separate  fiat  attended  with  the  proceedings  y,x  parte 
under  that  fiat,  but  submitted  that  they  were  not  bound 
to  produce  these  proceedings,  or  to  answer  any  questions 
as  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy  on  which  the  separate  fiat 
had  issued,  and  refused  to  do  so,  unless  the  Commis- 
sioners decided  that  they  were  bound  to  make  these  dis- 
closures. The  Commissioner  having  declined  to  come 
to  such  a  decision,  the  present  petition  was  presented ; 
orders  for  enlarging  the  time  for  opening  the  fiat  having 
been  fi'om  time  to  time  obtained. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  in  support  of  the  petition.  This  case 
is  exactly  the  same  as  JEx  parte  Harrison  (a),  where  an 
order  was  made  in  the  terms  of  the  prayer  of  this  petition. 

Mr.  J.  Russellf  contra.  That  case  was  an  exception 
to  the  general  rule;  the  relief  sought  is  an  extraordinary 
indulgence,  and  very  special  circumstances  must  be  made 
out  to  induce  the  Court  to  grant  it.  In  JEx  parte  Bur- 
dekin  (6),  an  application  by  a  petitioning  creditor,  who 
had  sued  out  a  joint  fiat,  for  liberty  to  inspect  the  pro- 
ceedings under  a  separate  one,  was  refused;  although  the 
ground  on  which  it  was  asked  was,  that  the  witness  who 
had  proved  the  act  of  bankruptcy  under  the  separate  fiat, 
and  who  was  the  only  one  who  could  prove  it,  was 
purposely  kept  out  of  the  way.  In  Ex  parte  Har^ 
rison{a)  the  Commissioners  were  divided  in  opinion, 
as  to  the  propriety  of  disclosing  the  proceedings  under 
the  separate  fiat  to  the  petitioning  creditor  who  had  sued 
out  the  joint  fiat;  but  here  the  Commissioners  agreed 
in  declining  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  which  they  have 

(a)  2  Gl.  &  J.  135.  (6)  1  Dea.  57. 
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1841.  under  the  24th  section  of  the  general  act(o),  by  call- 
ing on   the  assignees   to  make  the   disclosure  sought 

Sharp-  by  the  present  petitioner.  Their  discretion,  as  to  the 
exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  conferred  by  this  section, 
could  not  have  been  controlled  by  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
and  cannot  now  be  controlled  by  this  Court*  They  are 
besides  in  a  better  condition  than  this  Court  can  be  in, 
for  the  purpose  of  judging  of  the  propriety  of  acceding 
to  such  an  application ;  and  if,  as  we  believe  to  be  the 
case  here,  they  declined  doing  so,  because  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  on  which  the  separate  fiat  was  issued  could 
not,  by  reason  of  concert  or  otherwise,  be  taken  advantage 
of  by  the  creditor  who  sued  out  the  joint  fiat,  it  would 
be  very  inconvenient  for  this  Court  to  interfere,  if  it  had 
power  to  do  so,  by  directing  an  unnecessary  and  useless 
disclosure  of  the  proceedings  under  the  other  fiat.  And 
he  cited  Montagu  and  Ayrton's  Bankrupt  Law,  vol.  1, 
p.  523(6). 

Mr.  SwanstoHf  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Sir  John  Cross. — In  Ex  parte  Harrison  (c)  Lord 

(a)  6  Geo,  4,  c.  16,  s.  24.  "  Aod  be  it  enacted  that  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  Commissioners,  after  they  shall  have  taken  such  oath  as  aforesaid, 
by  writing  under  their  hands,  to  summon  before  them  any  person  whom  they 
shall  believe  capable  of  giving  information  concerning  the  trading  of,  or 
any  act  or  acts  of  bankruptcy  committed  by,  the  person  or  persons  against 
whom  such  commission  is  issued,  and  also  to  require  any  person  so  summoned 
to  produce  any  books,  papers,  deeds  and  writings  and  other  documents  in  the 
custody,  possession,  or  power  of  such  person,  which  may  appear  to  the  said 
commissioners  to  be  necessary  to  establish  such  trading  or  act  or  acts  of  bank- 
ruptcy ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  commissioners  to  examine  any  such 
person  upon  oath  by  word  of  mouth,  or  interrogatories  in  writing,  concerning 
the  trade  of,  or  any  act  or  acts  of  bankruptcy  committed  by,  the  peison  or 
persons  against  whom  such  commission  shall  have  issued." 

(6)  See  Ex  parte  Sume,  1  Gl.  &  J.  7,  there  referred  to. 

(c)2Gl.&J.  135. 
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JEldon  said,  ^'  all  the  requisites  have  been  proved  under  ISM. 
this  joint  commissiony  except  the  act  of  bankruptcy  ^^P^g 
against  Groves,  who  had  recently,  as  the  petitioner  knew,  Sharp. 
been  proved  to  have  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
under  the  separate  commission.  If  two  separate  com- 
missions had  been  taken  out,  they  must  both  have  gone ; 
but  where  there  is  a  joint  and  a  separate  commission,  I 
will  order  that  to  be  prosecuted  which  will  be  least 
expensive,  and  yet  attended  with  the  most  beneficial 
effects  to  the  creditors.  If  the  petitioning  creditor  under 
the  separate  commission  refuse  to  bring  forward  the  same 
evidence  which  he  then  produced  as  to  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, let  the  proceedings  under  such  commission  be 
exhibited  for  the  purpose  of  adopting  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy proved  upon  that  occasion."  Lord  Eldon  there- 
fore thought  that  the  Commissioners  were  bound  to  take 
notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  which  had  been  esta- 
blished before  them  under  the  separate  fiat.  And  in  the 
present  case,  for  any  thing  that  appears  to  the  contrary, 
they  might  have  adjudicated  on  the  joint  fiat,  if  they  had 
looked,  as  they  ought  to  have  done,  at  the  proceedings 
under  the  separate  fiat.  I  think  that  this  case  is  precisely 
similar  to  that  on  which  we  have  Lord  Eldoris  deliberate 
judgment,  and  that  the  Order  must  be  made  as  prayed. 

Mr.  Russell  then  asked  that  the  petitioner  might  pay 
the  assignees'  costs,  as  had  been  ordered  in  Ex  parte 
Harrison;  but 

The  Court  ordered  the  costs  of  both  parties  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  joint  estate. 
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1841. 

Ex  parte  Thomas  Hornby  Birley.— In  the  matter  of 

Wutminster,  AdOLPHUS  KrAUSS. 

Nov,  3. 

mentis  made  J  HIS  case,  which  is  reported  ante,  vol.  i.  p.  387,  now 
another  through  came  on  to  be  heard  on  further  directions,  on  the  report 

a  third,  who  r  .t      r^  •     • 

make  an  ad-       of  the  Commissioners. 

vance  to  the 
first,  on  an 

ifenu'l^n'the'*  ^^^  ^'  R^^elly  for  the  petitioner.  By  the  Commis- 
return  proceeds,  gjoners'  certificate  there  appear  to  be  three  items,  all  of 
"« .*5co'<^»"8^y  which  are  clearly  partnership  assets.  It  is,  however, 
them;  but  be-    sufficient  for  the  petitioner's  case,  if  any  one  of  them 

fore  their  arri- 
val, the  con-      appears  to  be  joint  estate.     Now   the  second  of  these 
signors  have         .  .  /.  «  ,  i  .  i    i  i        i 

dissolved  part-  items  consists  of  iwo  debts,  which  have  not  ceased  to  be 
paratcTfiauhave  the  property  of  the  firm  of  Makinson  and  Krauss. 
each  of^Scm.  They  arose  under  these  circumstances :  Makinson  and 
Uon  d^*hil"  ^^(^^s  had  consigned  to  a  house  at  Rio,  through  another 
agreed,  that  a     g^jj,    certain  goods,  which  were  sold  at  Rio,  and  the 

certain  portion  7  &  >  > 

of  the  partner-    proceeds  of  which  it  was  agreed  should  be  remitted  to 

should  belong     Makinson  and  Krauss,  through  the  same  firm  through 

to,  and  a  certain  . 

portion  of  the     whom  the  goods  had  been  consigned,  and  who  had  a 

Sartnership 
ebts  should       lien  upou  them  for  advances  to  Makinson  and  Krauss. 

one  of  the  '  The  remittances  were  accordingly  made  to  that  firm, 

^hom,^mpur-  but  arrived  after  the  fiat  had  issued  against  Krauss. 

agrceL^ntfthe  Now  it  is  not  shown,  that  this  firm  ever  had  notice  of 

othcf^rtoei^^  the  deed  of  dissolution  between  Makinson  and  Krauss: 

kSTJferes^t"  *^^  ^^^"  ^^  ^'^^y  '^^^'  ^^"'  ^'^^  return  proceeds  would 
in  the  ai^ve-      only  become  separate  property  under  the  terms  of  that 

return  pro-         instrument,  after  Krauss  had  fulfilled  his  part  of  the 

ceeds.    Held, 

that  this  inte-     contract,  by  paying  his  share  of  the  debts.     The  legal 

separate,  and  title  remained  in  the  partnership,  notwithstanding  the  deed 
not  joint,  estate. 

2.  A  small  debt  of  1/.  145.  6<i.,  due  to  the  above  firm  before  its  dissolution,  held,  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  not  joint  property,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  a  joint 
creditor  from  receiving  dividends  out  of  the  separate  estate. 
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of  dissolution;  and  tlie  partnership  credits  could  only        1841. 
be  claimed  by  one  of  the  partners,  upon  his  paying  the       ^x  parte 
debts  of  the  concern.     But  if  the  case  were  doubtful       Birlby. 
upon  the  first  two  items  mentioned  in  the  Commissioners* 
certificate,  the  third,  although  small  in  amount,  being  a 
debt  of  1/.  14fS.  6d*  only,  would  be  sufficient  to  support 
the  case  of  the  petitioner.    Joint  creditors  are  not  per- 
mitted to  prove  against  the  separate  estate,  where  there 
is  joint  property,  however  trifling  in  amount;  Ex  parte 
Peak€(a).    It  is  not  pretended,  that  the  debtor  from 
whom  this  amount  is  due  is  insolvent;  the  statement 
being,  merely,  that  when  applied  to  he  said,  he  had  not 
the  money  about  him. 

Mr.  Bacon,  and  Mr.  Fitzherbert,  for  Messrs.  Wood 
and  Walker,  the  respondents.  With  regard  to  the 
second  item  mentioned  in  the  Commissioners'  certificate, 
— it  appears,  that  the  assignee  under  Makinson's  bank- 
ruptcy had  transferred  to  Krauss  all  MakinsorCs  interest 
in  the  return  proceeds  on  the  shipments  to  Rio.  This 
transaction  is,  therefore,  sufficient  to  constitute  those 
proceeds  separate  estate,  even  if  there  were  any  reason- 
able doubt  as  to  the  operation  of  the  deed  of  dissolution. 
It  would  be  impossible  for  the  joint  creditors  to  recover 
those  proceeds  as  joint  estate.  The  deed  of  dissolution 
is  not  merely  an  executory  instrument;  it  purports  to  be 
an  actual  transfer,  in  consideration  of  certain  covenants 
and  agreements.  Then,  as  to  the  remaining  item ;  the 
trifling  debt  of  1/.  14«.  66?.  cannot  be  considered  joint 
estate,  so  as  to  defeat  the  right  of  the  creditor  to  resort 
to  the  separate  estate.  For,  in  the  first  place,  the  con- 
siderations already  adverted  to  apply  as  much  to  this,  as 
(a)  2  Rose,  54. 
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1841. 
Ex  parte 

BiRLEY. 


they  do  to  the  former  items ;  and  in  the  next  place  it 
appears,  that  the  debtor,  on  being  applied  to  by  the 
assignee  of  Krauss  for  payment  of  the  debt,  merely 
stated  his  inability  to  pay  at  that  time,  without  objecting 
that  the  debt  was  a  joint  one.  He  must,  therefore,  be 
considered  as  not  only  having  notice  of,  but  as  acqui- 
escing in,  the  arrangements  made  upon  the  dissolution. 
It  is  evident,  however,  that  the  payment  of  so  small 
a  sum  cannot,  in  practice,  be  enforced  by  the  assignees. 
In  Ex  parte  Peake{a),  the  case  was  different;  for  there 
it  was  admitted,  that  the  joint  effects  were  of  a  certain 
value,  viz.  1/.  Us.  6d,;  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  there 
said,  "  If  in  point  of  fact  there  is  a  joint  property, 
whether  to  the  amount  of  5/.  or  5*.,  it  is  an  answer  to 
this  application.  Convenience  requires  that  the  esta- 
blished practice  of  the  Court  should  be  understood 
and  adhered  to.  If  the  property  alleged  to  exist  in  this 
instance  be  of  such  a  nature,  and  in  such  a  situation, 
that  any  attempt  to  bring  it  within  the  reach  of  the  joint 
creditors  must  be  deemed  a  desperate,  or  in  point  of 
expense,  an  unwarrantable  attempt^  that  would  authorize 
a  departure  from  the  rule.  In  truth,  there  would  then 
be  no  joint  property."  The  latter  part  of  these  obser- 
vations are  exactly  applicable  to  the  present  case. 


Novtmher  4.        Mr.  Russell,  in  reply. 


I 


Sir  John  Cross  held,  that  there  did  not  appear,  from 
the  Commissioners'  certificate,  to  be  any  thing  that  could 
properly  be  considered  the  joint  estate  of  Makinson  and 
KrausSyKtidi  dismissed  the  petition;  ordering  the  assig- 
nee to  pay  the  costs  of  the  respondent,  and  to  take  those 
costs,  as  well  as  his  own,  out  of  the  estate, 
(a)  2  Rose,  54. 
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The  petition  of  William  Morley  Burnett  and  John       ^^>r^ 

Boyd. — In  the  matter  of  Edward  Blake.  Watmintter, 

rioo.  4  and  6, 
1841.ilprt/23. 

Special  Case.  and  May  9, 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Court  of    Coram  Lord 
Review  in  Ex  parte  Burnett,  reported,  ante,  vol,  1,  p.  The"rule'ihai  a 
608.    The  special  case,  after  setting  out  verbatim  the  J°*P*  *^^'^' 

r  f  a  SQiDg  out  a  se- 

petition  to  the  effect  stated  in  the  former  report,  pro-  P*™'«  ^}  ****** 

*^  IT       '  i^         receive  divi- 

ceeded  as  follows :  dendi  on  his 

joint  debt  out 

"  The  petition  came  on  to  be  heard  at  Serjeants*  Inn  oftheteptrtte 

ettatO)  pari  pa$tu 

Hall  on  the  16th  day  of  March  1841,  and  the  Court,  with  the  lepa- 
having  heard  Mr.  Stcanston,  Mr.  Girdlestone^  and  Mr.  applies  to  a  etie, 
Teedy  as  counsel  for  the  petitioners,  and  Mr.  Bethell^  the^oint  deb? 
and  Mr.  Russell,  as  counsel  for  the  assignees,  found  all  jhe^obt*'^!*' 
the  allegations  of  the  petition  to  be  true  in  matter  of  ^^^Ta^i?. 
fact.    And  it  was  thereupon  contended,  on  the  part  of  P*U*?  ^^^  of 

^  .         .  suflScient 

the  petitioners,  that,  being  also  the  petitioning  creditors  tmonot  to  sup- 

by  whom  the  fiat  was  sued  out,  they  were  entitled  to     The  point 
,  ,    .  i>      -1    .       >•  .  1  .  ^  having  been  de- 

have  their  proof  admitted  against  the  separate  estate  of  cided  aeainst 

the  bankrupt,  as  well  for  their  joint  debt,  as  for  their  the  CommU-^ 
separate  debt.     Nevertheless  the  Court  declared  and  JheCouAof  ^ 
adjudged  that  the  petitioners  were  entitled  to  be  ad-  ^^^^l^^lti 
mitted  as  creditors  against  the  separate  estate  for  their  «nt»tled  to  costs, 
separate  debt  only,  and  not  for  their  joint  debt  also,  and 
dismissed  the  petition ;  whereupon  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  petitioners  have  submitted  that  the  said  judgment 
is  erroneous  in  matter  of  law,  and  have  applied  for  this 
special  case,  to  which  the  learned  counsel  for  the  assig- 
nees have  requested  the  following  documents  may  be 
annexed. 

^'  The  affidavit  of  the  petitioning  creditor,  on  striking 
the  docket,  was  as  follows : — '  William  Morley  Burnett, 
of  Skinner  Street,  in  the  city  of  London,  draper,  maketh 
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oath,  that  Edward  Blake,  of  Devonport,  in  the  county 
of  Devon,  draper,  dealer  and  chapman,  is  justly  and 
truly  indebted  to  this  deponent,  and  to  John  Boyd^  his 
copartner,  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  pounds  and  up- 
wards; and  this  deponent  further  saith,  that  the  said 
Edward  Blake  has  become  bankrupt  within  the  true 
intent  and  meaning  of  some  or  one  of  the  statutes  in 
force  concerning  bankrupts,  as  this  deponent  believes, 
and  that  the  Aat  of  bankruptcy  sought  to  be  issued 
against  him,  when  obtained,  is  intended  to  be  executed 
at  Devonport,  or  within  ten  miles  of  the  same,  and  not 
within  forty  miles  of  London.' 

^*  The  deposition  (a)  tendered  to  the  Commissioners, 
on  opening  the  fiat,  was  as  follows : — '  William  Mcrky 
Buntetif  of  Skinner  Street,  in  the  city  of  London, 
wholesale  draper,  being  sworn  and  examined  on  the  day 
and  year  and  at  the  place  aforesaid,  upon  his  oath  saith, 
that  Edward  Blake,  lately  trading  under  the  firm  or 
style  of  Edward  Blake  and  Company,  the  person 
against  whom  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  hath  been  lately 
awarded  and  issued,  was,  together  with  William  Blake 
his  former  copartner  in  trade,  at  and  before  the  date  and 
issuing  of  the  said  fiat,  and  still  is,  together  with  the 
said  William  Blake,  justly  and  truly  indebted  to  this 
deponent  and  to  John  Boyd,  his  present  copartner  in 
trade,  as  surviving  partners  of  William  Clark  Boyd,  de- 
ceased, in  the  sum  of  43902.  ISs.  6d.,  as  the  surviving 
payees  of  a  certain  promissory  note  for  4500/.,  with  in- 
terest at  five  per  cent  per  annum  from  the  ist  day  of 

(a)  Tbii  depoiitioD,  which  wti  tendered  by  the  petitioDing  creditor  to  es- 
ttUiih  bit  debt  at  the  opening  of  the  fiat,  contained  the  particular*  of  all  hia 
debts,  both  joint  and  separate.  But  the  deposition  wliicb  follows,  and  irhich 
manly  speaks  to  a  separate  debt  of  289/.  6f .  5d,,  was  substituted  for  the 
aboft  depositioD  by  the  direction  of  the  CommiHioners.  See  the  former 
rtport  of  the  cue,  ant$,  vol.  1.  p.  610. 
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January  1838,  made  by  the  said  Edward  Blake  and 
William  Blake,  his  then  copartner  in  trade,  dated  the 
1st  day  of  June  1837,  and  payable  on  demand;  the  con- 
sideration for  which  said  note  was  goods  previously  sold 
and  delivered  to  the  said  Edward  Blake  and  William 
Blake,  at  their  request,  the  sum  of  109/.  6*.  6rf.,  herein- 
after mentioned,  having  been,  at  the  request  of  the  said 
Edward  Blake,  carried  to  the  credit  of  the  said  note  in 
part  payment  thereof;  and  also  in  the  further  sum  of 
124/.  6s.  9d.,  being  the  balance  of  interest  due  upon  the 
said  note  to  the  23d  day  of  July  1840;  and  also  that  he 
the  said  Edward  Blake,  lately  trading  as  aforesaid,  was, 
at  and  before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the  said  fiat,  and  still 
is  justly  indebted  to  this  deponent  and  to  John  Boyd  in  the 
sum  of  289/.  6$.  4J.  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  during 
this  year  by  this  deponent  and  the  said  John  Boyd  to  the 
da\A  Edward  Blake,  after  deducting  the  sum  of  4/.  I5s.  2d. 
hereinafter  mentioned,  and  the  sum  of  6/.  155.  5d.  as  the 
balance  of  rent  account,  due  to  the  said  Edward  Blake; 
and  also  that  he  the  said  Edward  Blake,  lately  trading 
as  aforesaid,  was,  at  and  before  the  date  and  issuing  of 
the  fiat,  and  still  is  justly  and  truly  indebted  to  this 
deponent  and  to  the  said  John  Boyd,  his  said  copartner, 
trading  as  aforesaid,  in  the  sum  of  175/.  I2s.,  as  the  in- 
dorsees of  the  third  bill  of  exchange  hereinafter  par- 
ticularly mentioned,  which  lately  became  due  and  was 
dishonoured,  and  notice  was  given  to  the  said  Edward 
Blake  of  such  dishonour,  the  consideration  for  which 
said  bill,  together  with  another  bill  of  exchange  for 
138/.  7*.,  which  has  been  paid,  having  been  the  sum  of 
200/.  paid  by  this  deponent  and  his  said  copartner  John 
Boyd  to  the  said  Edward  Blake,  at  his  request,  on  the 
discounting  of  the  said  two  bills,  and,  after  deducting 
4/.  12$.  6d.  for  interest  on  the  said  two  bills  from  the 
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1841.        31st  March  last  to  the  time  when  the  same  bills  would 

^^^"^^^       respectively  become  due,  the  balance  of  109/.  Gs.  6rf. 

and  another     was  carried  to  the  credit  of  the  said  note  for  4500Z. 
in  re 
Blakb.       hereinbefore  mentioned,  in  part  payment  thereof,  by  the 

direction  and  at  the  request  of  the  said  Edward  Blake  ; 
and  also  in  the  further  sum  of  394/.  14^.,  as  the  in- 
dorsees of  the  fourth  and  fifth  bills  of  exchange  herein- 
after particularly  mentioned,  the  consideration  for  which 
last  mentioned  bills  having  been  a  bill  of  exchange 
drawn  by  or  on  behalf  of  this  deponent  and  the  said 
John  Boyd,  under  the  firm  of  Boyd,  Burnett,  and  Boyd, 
and  accepted  by  the  said  Edward  Blake  for  the  sum  of 
228L  13s.  for  one  year's  interest  on  the  said  note  for 
4500/.,  due  the  1st  day  of  January  1840,  amounting  to 
226L,  and  four  months'  interest  on  the  said  sum  of  225L, 
amounting  to  3/.  18^.,  and  which  last  mentioned  bill  be- 
came due  on  the  4th  day  of  May  last,  and  was  dis- 
honoured, and  the  sum  of  158/.  3^.  paid  by  this  deponent 
and  his  said  copartner  to  the  said  Edward  Blake  ;  and 
also  in  the  further  sum  of  183/.  Gs.,  as  the  indorsees  of 
the  sixth  bill  of  exchange  hereinafter  particularly  men- 
tioned, the  consideration  for  which  last  mentioned  bill 
having  been  the  sum  of  179/.  13^.,  paid  by  this  deponent 
and  his  said  copartner  John  Boyd  to  the  said  Edward 
Blake  ;  and  also  in  the  further  sum  of  297/.  16^.,  as  the 
indorsees  of  the  seventh  and  eighth  bills  of  exchange 
hereinafter  particularly  mentioned,  the  consideration  for 
which  last  mentioned  bills  having  been  the  sum  of 
S92/.  4$.  paid  by  this  deponent  and  his  said  copartner 
John  Boyd  to  the  said  Edward  Blake ;  and  also  in  the 
further  sum  of  362/.  1^.  as  the  indorsees  of  the  ninth 
and  tenth  bills  of  exchange  hereinafter  particularly  men- 
tionedy  the  consideration  for  which  last  mentioned  bills 
ba?iiig  been  the  sum  of  350/.  paid  by  this  deponent  and 
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his  said  copartner  John  Boyd  to  the  said  Edward 
Blake ;  and  this  deponent  further  saith,  that  after  de- 
ducting 7Z.  55.  lOef.  for  interest  on  the  said  last  men- 
tioned bills  to  the  time  they  would  become  due,  there 
remained  in  the  possession  of  this  deponent  and  his 
said  copartner  t/bAn  Boyd  the  sum  of  4/.  155.  2d.,  ready 
to  be  paid  to  the  said  Edward  Blake  on  demand ;  and 
that  no  demand  having  been  made,  the  said  sum  of 
4/.  155.  Zd.  hath  been  deducted  from  the  amount  due 
to  this  deponent  and  his  said  copartner  John  Boyd  for 
goods,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned;  for  which  said  re- 
spective sums  of  4390/.  135.  6d.,  124Z.  65.  9rf.,  289/.  65. 
4d.,  174/.  125.,  395/.  145.,  183/.  65.,  297/.  I65.,  and 
362/.  I5.,  making  together  the  sum  of  6217/.  155.  7 J., 
this  deponent  hath  not,  nor  hath  the  said  John  Boyd, 
nor  did  the  said  William  Clark  Boyd  in  his  lifetime,  to 
the  knowledge  or  belief  of  this  deponent,  nor  hath  any 
other  person  or  persons,  for  their  or  any  or  either  of 
their  use,  to  the  knowledge  or  belief  of  this  deponent, 
received  any  satisfaction  or  security,  save  and  except  the 
promissory  notes  and  bills  of  exchange  hereinafter  par- 
ticularly mentioned,  and  also  save  and  except  250  shares 
or  scrip  in  the  Wheal  Prosper  China  Clay  and  Tin 
Mine,  which  were  redelivered  or  sent  in  or  about  the 
month  of  October  1838  to  the  said  Edward  Blake  and 
William  Blake,  and  which  shares  were  on  or  about  the 
23d  day  of  March  1839  assigned  or  purported  to  be 
assigned  by  the  said  Edward  Blake  and  William  Blake 
to  this  deponent  and  his  said  copartner  John  Boyd,  so 
carrying  on  trade  as  aforesaid,  and  which  shares  were 
then  said  to  be  held  on  the  behalf  of  the  said  Edward 
Blake  and  William  Blake  by  Messrs.  Nevill  and  Frank- 
land,  merchants,  Liverpool,  aforesaid,  and  such  shares  or 
scrip,  or  part  thereof,  are  now  in  the  possession  oiJohn 
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Frankland,  of  Liverpool^  aforesaid ;  and  also  save  and 
except  an  assignment,  or  what  purports  to  be  an  assign- 
ment, of  the  sum  of  700/.,  to  which  the  said  Edward 
Blake  and  William  Blake  would  be,  or  claimed  to  be, 
entitled  at  the  transfer  of  a  set  of  shares  in  the  Wheal 
Wellington  Mine,  having  sold  the  same  to  Messrs. 
Nennia  and  Co.,  such  sum*  to  be  handed  over  to  this 
deponent  and  his  said  copartner  John  Boyd  (trading  as 
aforesaid)  when  received ;  and,  as  deponent  has  been  in- 
formed, notice  of  such  assignment  of  the  said  sum  hath 
been  given  to  the  said  Mr.  Nennis,* 

**  And  the  following  is  a  copy  of  the  deposition  of  the 
petitioning  creditor,  filed  among  the  proceedings : 

'  At  Weakly's  Hote1»  in  Devonport,  in  the  county  of  Devon, 
20th  of  August  1840. 

*  In  the  matter  of  Edward  Blake,  of  Devonport,  in 
the  county  of  Devon,  draper,  dealer  and  chapman. 

*  William  Morley  Burnett,  of  Skinner  Street,  in  the 
city  of  London,  wholesale  draper,  being  sworn  and  exa- 
mined on  the  day  and  year  and  at  the  place  above 
named,  upon  his  oath  saith,  that  Edward  Blake,  lately 
trading  under  the  firm  or  style  of  Edward  Blake  and 
Company,  the  person  against  whom  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy 
hath  been  lately  awarded  and  issued,  and  is  now  in  pro- 
secution, was,  at  and  before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the 
said  fiat,  and  still  is  justly  and  truly  indebted  unto  this 
deponent  and  to  John  Boyd,  his  copartner  in  trade,  in 
the  sum  of  389/.  65.  id.  on  the  balance  of  account  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered  during  the  present  year  by  this 
deponent  and  his  said  copartner  John  Boyd,  trading 
under  the  firm  of  Boyd,  Burnett,  and  Boyd,  to  the  said 
Edward  Blake,  and  at  his  request;  for  which  said  sum  of 
fS89L  6s.  5d.,  this  deponent  hath  not,  nor  hath  the  said 
John  Bcfd,  to  the  knowledge  or  belief  of  this  deponent, 
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Mr.  Swanston^  Mr.  CHrdlestonef  and  Mr.  Edward 
Teed,  appeared  for  the  appellants.  Their  arguments 
were,  in  substance,  the  same  as  were  urged  on  behalf  of 
the  appellants  in  the  Court  below. 

Mr.  BetheU,  for  the  respondents.  The  right  con- 
tended for  on  the  other  side  is  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule ;  and  the  reason  of  that  exception  being 
introduced  was,  that  suing  out  a  fiat  amounted  to  an 
election  to  proceed  under  the  bankruptcy  only.  Here 
the  reason  does  not  apply,  as  the  petitioning  creditor 
has  not  lost  his  other  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  the  joint 
debt.  [Lord  Chancellor. — Could  he  proceed  at  law 
upon  it?]  It  has  never  been  decided  that  he  could  not. 
He  does  not,  by  suing  out  the  fiat,  abandon  his  right  to 
sue  the  co-debtor,  as  a  petitioning  creditor  does  who  has 
only  the  joint  debt  due  to  him.  On  the  contrary,  his 
remedy  against  the  co-debtor  remains  intact;  as  he  is  at 
liberty  to  ascribe  the  fiat  to  his  separate  debt ;  Heath  v. 
Hall  {a).  It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  remedies  in 
respect  of  the  joint  debt  have  not  been  prejudiced,  nor 
have  the  joint  creditors  received  any  advantage  from 
that  debt.  There  is  no  reason,  therefore,  why  that  debt 
should  be  proved  against  the  joint  estate.  And  he  cited 
the  authorities  referred  to  in  his  former  argument. 

Mr.  Girdlestone,  in  reply. 

(a)  4  Taunt.  326. 
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Lord  Chancellor. — The  petitioners  in  this  case  are 
creditors  of  Edward  Blake  and  William  Blake,  to  a 
large  amount ;  to  the  amount^  I  think,  of  about  4000/. 
and  upwards ;  they  were  also  creditors  of  Edward  Blake 
to  the  amount  of  between  200/.  and  300/.;  and  they 
sued  out  a  separate  fiat  against  Edward  Blake;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  under  that  separate  fiat  against 
Edward  Blake  they  are  entitled  to  prove  their  joint 
debt,  and  to  receive  dividends  in  competition  with  the 
separate  creditors.  Now  the  rule  is  general,  that  where 
a  joint  creditor  sues  out  a  separate  fiat,  he  is  entitled  in 
respect  of  his  joint  debt  to  prove  against  the  separate 
estate,  in  competition  with  the  separate  creditors.  He 
is  upon  an  equal  footing  with  the  separate  creditors. 

That  is  the  general  rule ;  but  it  is  urged,  that  in  this 
case  there  is  an  exception, — that  the  separate  debt  is 
sufficient  to  support  the  fiat,  and  therefore  the  petitioners 
have  no  right  to  prove  their  joint  debt  and  receive  divi- 
dends on  such  proof  from  the  separate  estate,  in  compe- 
tition with  the  separate  creditors.  I  do  not  find  in  any 
text  writers,  nor  do  I  find  in  any  reported  case,  a  hint 
of  any  such  exception ;  and  as  this  state  of  circumstances 
must  have  frequently  occurred,  it  appears  to  me,  that  that 
affords  strong  evidence  of  the  opinion  of  the  profession 
with  respect  to  this  matter;  because,  as  the  rule  is 
general,  it  is  almost  impossible  to  suppose  that  any 
party  would  have  abandoned  his  right  to  prove,  without 
obtaining  the  judgment  of  a  Court  on  the  subject.  The 
silence,  therefore,  of  all  reports  and  text  writers  upon 
this  point  leads  me  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  opinion 
of  the  profession  has  been  adverse  to  any  such  supposed 
exception. 

But  the  case  does  not  rest  entirely  on  this ;  for,  upon 
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principle,  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  fiat  is  supported  by 
the  whole  debt.  It  is  supported  by  the  separate  debt, 
and  by  the  joint  debt.  The  one  supports  the  fiat  as 
much  as  the  other.  If  a  proof  of  the  separate  debt  fails, 
so  as  not  to  be  sufiicient  to  maintain  the  fiat,  the  fiat  is 
supported  by  the  joint  debt.  If  a  part  of  the  joint  debt 
fails,  so  as  not  to  be  sufiicient  to  support  the  fiat,  the 
fiat  is  supported  by  the  separate  debt.  The  creditors 
have  a  right  to  rest  upon  both,  for  the  purpose  of  sup- 
porting the  fiat.  It  does  not  appear  to  me,  therefore, 
that  in  principle  there  is  any  ground  to  support  this 
exception. 

But  further  still,  the  petitioning  creditor,  having  a 
joint  debt,  is  upon  a  less  advantageous  footing  than  the 
other  joint  creditors,  unless  he  is  allowed  to  prove  against 
the  separate  estate.  Other  joint  creditors,  in  respect  of 
a  joint  debt,  may  sue  the  bankrupt  and  his  co-debtor  at 
law  ;  the  petitioning  creditor  cannot  do  this  ;  he  is  con- 
sidered as  having  conclusively  made  his  election  not  to 
proceed  at  law ;  and  the  utmost  that  was  contended  for 
at  the  bar  was  this,  that  in  the  event  of  any  deficiency, 
he  would  have  a  right  to  proceed  against  his  co-debtor ; 
but  the  co-debtor  may  then  have  no  funds,— he  may  be 
unable  to  pay, — he  may  be  entirely  insolvent ;  and, 
therefore,  unless  the  petitioning  creditor,  who  is  pre- 
cluded from  proceeding  against  the  bankrupt  at  law,  has 
a  right  to  proceed  against  the  separate  estate,  he  is  in  a 
worse  position  than  the  other  joint  creditors. 

Again,  previously  to  the  49  Geo.  3.  c.  131.,  how  did  the 
matter  stand  with  respect  to  petitioning  creditors  and 
other  creditors  ?  An  ordinary  creditor,  if  he  had  distinct 
demands,  might  prove  under  the  commission  for  one 
demand,  and  he  might  proceed  at  law  for  another,  as  in 

VOL.  II,  c  c 
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1841.        BotterilVs  case  {a),  and  the  other  cases  of  that  description 

^^^^       in  Montagu ;  but  the  petitioning  creditor  had  no  right 

and  another     to  do  this,  if  he  had  two  distinct  demands.     Having 
mre 
Blaeb.       conclusively  made  his  election,  he  had  no  right  to  proceed 

at  law  on  either  of  them.     Even  supposing  one  were 

sufficient  to  support  the  commission, — with  respect  to  the 

other,  he  was  considered  as  having  conclusively  made 

his  election,  and  had  no  right  whatever  to  proceed  at 

law;   therefore  the  circumstance  of  the  separate  debt 

being  sufficient  to  support  the  commission,  appears  to 

me  to  have  no  decisive  bearing  on  the  subject. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  general 

rule  must  prevail ;  that  this  supposed  exception  is  not 

warranted  by  any  principle,  and  certainly  not  warranted 

by  any  decided  case ;  and  therefore  that  the  judgment  of 

the  Court  of  Review  must  be  reversed. 

May  9.  '^his  casc  coming  on  this  day,  to  be  spoken  to  as  to 

costs, 

Mr.  Girdlestone,  for  the  appellants,  asked  for  the  costs 
incurred  by  them  in  all  the  proceedings,  arising  out  of 
the  question  decided  in  this  case.  It  is  only  reasonable, 
that  a  creditor  who  establishes  a  claim  should  be  in- 
demnified out  of  the  fund,  in  which  he  has  shown  himself 
entitled  to  participate,  and  for  the  benefit  of  which,  the 
unsuccessful  resistance  to  his  claim  was  made.  In  a 
creditors'  suit  in  chancery,  a  creditor  is  allowed  his  ex- 
penses of  proving  his  debt.  Cases  of  this  description 
cannot  be  governed  by  the  same  principles,  as  those 
which  are  applicable  where  the  question  is  between 
party  and  party.  If  they  were,  it  would  be  impracti- 
cable to  obtain  a  dividend  on  a  small  claim,  upon  which 
(a)  1  Aik.  109. 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  367 

any  question  might  be  raised.     [Lord  Chancellor.    You        1841. 
ask  to  be  paid  your  expenses,  not  only  out  of  your  share      burnitt 
of  the  fund,  but  out  of  the  shares  belonging  to  other     "^j"^*' 
creditors,  who  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  question       Biam. 
affecting  your  claim.]     I  submit,  that  the  costs  are  ex- 
penses necessarily  incurred  in  the  administration  of  the 
general  estate,  out  of  which  they  ought  consequently  to 
be  defrayed.     In  Ex  parte  Hooper  (a).  Sir  John  Crois 
lays  it  down,  that  the  rule  stated  to  be  a  general  one  in 
Ex  parte  Millington  (ft),  viz.,  that  costs  cannot  be  given 
to  a  party  succeeding  against  the  decision  of  the  Com- 
missioners, where  they  have  exercised  their  jurisdic- 
tion, would  not  be  obligatory  on  the  Court  on  future 
occasions.    And  in  Ex  parte  Fisk{c),  your  lordship 
said,  that  although  it  was  hard  that  the  estate  should 
bear  the  expense  of  an  erroneous  decision  of  the  Com- 
missioners, yet  it  would  be  equally  hard  that  the  creditor 
should  bear  the  costs,  when  his  attempt  to  prove  was 
stopped  in  limine ;  and  your  lordship  there  directed  all 
the  costs  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 

Mr.  Bethell,  contra.  In  that  case,  the  Commissioners 
refused  to  enter  into  an  examination  of  the  proof,  which 
is  the  exceptional  case  referred  to  by  Sir  George  Rose 
in  his  judgment  in  Ex  parte  Hooper  (d).  The  only  cases, 
in  which  a  party  succeeding  against  the  decision  of  the 
Commissioners  is  allowed  his  costs,  are,  where  the  Court 
of  appeal  thinks  his  right  indisputable,  [Lord  Chan^ 
cellar.  That  cannot  be  said  in  the  present  case.]  Or 
where  the  Commissioners  have  refused  to  go  into  the 

(a)  1  M.  &  A.  403 ;  3  Deac.  &  C.  665  ;  and  see  Es  parU  Brookes,  2 
M.  &  A.  78. 
(6)  1  M.  &  A.  114  3  3  Detc.  6c  C.  298. 
(e)  ModU  &  M<A.  93.  ((i)  1  M.  &  A.  404. 
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1841.  question.    The  present  case  falls  within  neither  of  these 

B^^  descriptions. 

and  aootber 
in  re 

Blake.  Lord  CHANCELLOR. — 1  cannot  give  the  appellant  his 
costs.     The  point  in  dispute  was  one  of  great  nicety. 


In  the  matter  of  Robert  Caldecott,  a  bankrupt. — On 
the  petition  of  Alexander  Davidson,  the  registered 
officer  of  a  copartnership,  called  "  The  Commercial 
Bank  of  England." 

iVesimimier,    XHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Court  of 

Nov.  4,  ^^ 

coram  Lord     Revicw  (a)  on  thc  following 

Lyndhuntf  C. 
A  member  of  a  SPECIAL  CaSE. 

baDkiog  com-  Thc  petition  states,  that  on  the  7th  day  of  August 
account  whb  1840,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  was  awarded  and  issued 
banTere  ^and  at  ^g^i^st  Robert  Caldecott,  by  the  name  and  description 
£nk™ptej  was  ^f  Robert  Caldecott,  of  the  city  and  county  of  Chester, 
In^a^l^*  ^^u**^*"  draper  and  mercer,  dealer  and  chapman,  who  was  there- 
If °^if-  °°  *"^**  upon  duly  found  and  declared  a  bankrupt ;  and  on  thc 
count,  the  com-  24th  day  of  September   1840,  Richard  Growcock,  of 

pany  being  also 

considerably  in-  Bow  Church  Yard,  in  the  city  of  London,  lace  manu- 
ous  other  per-  facturer,  and  iZoier^  Spence,  of  Love  Lane,  in  the  city  of 
that  the  com'-  London,  warehouseman,  were  duly  appointed  and  now 
right  of  proof  ^^'®  ^^^  assignees  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  said 
bankrupt  for  bankrupt.  The  said  copartnership,  carrying  on  business 
the  balance  due  ^s  aforesaid  uuder  the  name,  title  or  firm  of  the  Com- 

on  such  banking  ' 

account.  mercial  Bank  of  England,  is  a  copartnership  of  bankers, 

constituted  under  the  provisions  of  an  act  made  and 
passed  in  the  seventh  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  ma- 
jesty King  George  the  Fourth,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  the 
better  regulating  of  Copartnerships  of  certain  Bankers  in 

(a)  See  Ex  parte  Davidson,  ante,  vol.  i.  p.  648. 
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England,  and  for  Amending  so  much  of  an  Act  of  the  1841. 
Thirty-ninth  and  Fortieth  years  of  the  reign  of  his  late  ^^ 
Majesty  King  George  the  Third,  intituled  an  Act  for  Caldfcott. 
establishing  an  Agreement  with  the  Governor  and  Com- 
pany of  the  Bank  of  England,  for  advancing  the  sum  of 
Three  Millions,  towards  the  Supply  for  the  Service  of 
the  year  1800,  as  relates  to  the  same."  And  Alexander 
Davidson  was,  upon  and  long  prior  to  the  22nd  day  of 
January  1841,  and  still  is,  a  member  of  such  copartner- 
ship, resident  in  England,  and  had  then  been  duly  ap- 
pointed and  registered,  and  still  is  a  public  officer  of 
such  copartnership,  in  whose  name  the  said  copartner* 
ship  then  might,  and  still  may  sue  and  be  sued,  in 
pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  said  act  of  parlia- 
ment of  the  seventh  year  of  the  said  King  George  the 
Fourth. 

The  bankrupt,  Robert  Caldecott,  was  also,  at  the 
date  and  issuing  forth  of  the  said  fiat,  and  had  been  for 
upwards  of  two  years,  a  member  of  the  said  copartner- 
ship called  the  Commercial  Bank  of  England ;  and  his 
name,  as  a  member  of  the  said  copartnership,  was 
entered  in  the  returns  made  by  the  said  copartnership, 
and  filed  and  registered  at  the  stamp* office,  in  compli- 
ance with  the  requisition  of  the  said  act  of  parliament. 
The  said  copartnership  called  the  Commercial  Bank  of 
England  had,  for  some  time  prior  to  the  bankruptcy  of 
the  said  Robe^^t  Caldecott^  carried  on  business  as  afore- 
said at  the  city  of  Chester,  and  at  other  places  ;  and  the 
said  Robert  Caldecott  had  a  banking  account  with  them 
at  Chester,  and  he  was,  at  the  date  and  issuing  forth  of 
the  said  fiat,  justly  and  truly  indebted  to  the  said  co- 
partnership, upon  the  balance  of  his  said  banking 
account,  for  money  lent,  commission,  interest,  and  other 
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1841,        umB\  banking  charges,  in  the  sum  of  2137/.  17^.  8rf. 

In  re  At  the  date  and  issuing  forth  of  the  said  fiat,  the  said 
copartnership,  and  the  members  thereof  as  such  copart- 
ners, were  indebted  to  divers  persons  in  divers  large 
sums  of  money ;  and  divers  of  the  said  debts  are  still 
unsatisfied,  and  remain  due  and  owing  from  the  said  co- 
partnership. 

A  meeting  of  the  Commissioners,  acting  under  the 
said  fiat,  was  duly  held  on  the  22ni  day  of  January 
1841,  for  the  purpose  of  auditing  the  accounts  of  the 
assignees,  and  making  a  dividend  of  the  estate  and 
effects  of  the  said  bankrupt,  and  for  receiving  the  proof 
of  the  debts  of  such  of  the  creditors  of  the  said  bankrupt 
as  had  not  already  proved  their  debts  under  the  said 
fiat;  and,  the  debt  owing  by  the  said  bankrupt  to  the 
said  copartnership  called  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Eng- 
land not  having  been  proved,  the  said  Alexander  Da- 
vidson attended  the  said  meeting,  and  applied  to  prove 
the  said  last-mentioned  debt;  but  the  said  Alexander 
Davidson's  application  was  opposed  by  the  said  assig- 
nees, on  the  ground  that  the  said  bankrupt  having, 
at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy,  been  a  member  of  the 
said  copartnership  called  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Eng- 
land, the  proof  could  not  be  admitted,  until  the  accounts 
of  the  said  Commercial  Bank  of  England  had  been 
taken,  and  the  debts  of  the  copartnership  paid,  and  the 
affairs  thereof  wound  up, — or,  at  least,  until  all  the  debts 
which  were  due  and  owing  from  the  said  copartnership, 
at  the  date  of  the  said  fiat,  were  paid  and  satisfied; 
whereas  the  said  Alexander*  Davidson  insisted,  that 
under  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  parliament,  made  and 
passed  in  the  first  and  second  years  of  the  reign  of  her 
present  Majesty,  intituled  ''  An  Act  to  amend,  until  the 
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end  of  the  next  Session  of  Parliament,  the  Law  relative  1841. 
to  legal  Proceedings  by  certain  Joint  Stock  Banking  ^^^^ 
Companiesi  against  their  own  Members,  and  by  such  Caldbcott. 
Members  against  the  Companies," — and  under  the  pro* 
visions  of  another  act  of  parliament,  made  and  passed  in 
the  third  and  fourth  years  of  the  reign  of  her  said  pre- 
sent Majesty,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  continue,  until  the 
81st  day  of  August  1842,  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of 
the  first  and  second  years  of  her  present  Majesty,  relat- 
ing to  legal  Proceedings  by  certain  Joint  Stock  Banking 
Companies  against  their  own  Members,  and  by  such 
Members  against  the  Companies,*' — the  said  Alexander 
Davidson,  as  such  public  officer  as  aforesaid,  was  then 
immediately  entitled  to  prove  the  debt  due  to  the  said 
Commercial  Bank  of  England  from  the  said  bankrupt, 
and  to  receive  dividends  thereon  rateably  with  the  other 
creditors  of  the  said  bankrupt.  Nevertheless  the  said 
Commissioners  acting  under  the  said  fiat,  were  of  opi- 
nion, that  the  provisions  of  the  said  two  last  mentioned 
acts  of  parliament  did  not  entitle  the  said  Alexander 
Davidson  to  prove  the  said  debt,  and  they  rejected  the 
proof  tendered  by  the  said  Alexander  Davidson  as 
aforesaid. 

The  petitioner,  being  aggrieved  by  the  decision  of  the 
Commissioners,  presented  his  petition  to  the  Court  of 
Review,  praying,  amongst  other  things,  that  he  might 
be  at  liberty  to  call  a  meeting  of  the  Commissioners 
acting  under  the  said  fiat,  in  order  that  he  might 
immediately  prove  under  the  said  fiat  the  said  debt 
owing  from  the  estate  of  the  said  bankrupt  to  the  said 
Commercial  Bank  of  England ;  and  that  the  said  Com- 
missioners might  be  directed  to  admit  such  proof  ac- 
cordingly; and  that  the  costs  of  and  incident  to  the  said 
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IS&I.  applicadoa  might  be  paid  oat  of  the  esute  of  the  said 
mr        hmkiupL 

The  peiitioo  came  on  to  be  heard  by  the  Court  of  Re- 
new,  OD  the  23rd  day  of  March  last;  and  on  the  29th  day 
of  March  following,  the  Court,  haiing  found  that  the 
allrgations  contained  in  the  petition  were  true  in  matter 
of  fiict,  did  thereupon  declare  and  adjudge  that  the 
petitioner  was  duly  entitled  to  be  admitted  a  creditor  in 
respect  of  the  said  debt,  and  made  an  Order  to  that  effect, 
as  prayed,  gifing  the  petitioner  the  costs  of  the  appli- 
cation. 

The  counsel  for  the  assignees  submit,  that  the  said 
judgment  is  erroneous  in  matter  of  law,  in  thb,  that  the 
petitioner  is  not  by  law  entitled  to  be  admitted  a  cre- 
ditor in  respect  of  the  said  debt ;  and  they  have  there- 
fore applied  for  this  special  case. 

Mr.  Swanstan,  for  the  assignees.  The  public  officer 
of  the  company  could  not  prove  against  the  estate  of  one 
of  the  members,  unless  he  is  enabled  to  do  so  by  the 
1  8c  2  Vict.  c.  96(a).  Now  there  are  no  express  words 
in  the  statute  to  that  effect,  and  the  construction  con- 
tended for  must  therefore  be  founded  merely  upon  in- 
ference. It  is  remarkable,  that  all  the  general  provisions 
of  the  act  seem  to  assume  solvency  on  the  part  of  the 
member  of  the  company^  against  whom  proceedings  are 
to  be  taken ;  and  it  would  be  very  singular,  supposing 
the  legislature  to  have  intended  to  provide  for  the  case 
of  his  insolvency,  that  so  important  a  provision  should 
be  introduced,  without  express  words,  or  words  leading 
to  an  irresistible  inference  to  that  effect.  There  is,  how- 
ever, nothing  to  show  that  the  legislature  intended  to 
include  this  case  within  the  scope  of  the  measure.     In- 

(a)  Continued  by  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  6B  ;  3  ^  4  FiVf.  c.  11 1, 
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deed  the  4th  section  seems  to  lead  to  a  contrary  conclu-        1841. 
sion ;  for  it  provides,  that  the  partner's  interest  in  the  j^^  ^ 

stock  of  the  company  shall  not  be  set  off  against  the  Caldecott. 
demand  made  by  the  company  upon  him ;  a  provision, 
which  does  not  seem  at  all  to  contemplate  the  case  of 
the  administration  of  a  partner's  estate  under  a  fiat. 
[Lord  Chancellor.  This  provision  was  necessary;  for 
the  former  sections  had  only  provided,  that  proceedings 
might  be  taken  by  the  company  against  the  partner,  as 
if  he  were  a  stranger ;  which  would  not  have  been  suffi- 
cient to  answer  the  purposes  of  the  act,  without  taking 
away  the  right  of  set  off.] 

Mr.  Richards^  Mr.  yJnderdon,  and  Mr.  Little,  for  the 
respondents.  The  7  Geo.  4.  c.  46.  comprehends,  by 
express  words,  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  and  the 
1  &  3  Vict.,  which  was  made  in  pari  materia,  provides 
that  every  person,  being  or  having  been  a  member  of  a 
banking  company,  shall  be  liable  to  be  proceeded  against 
for  the  benefit  of  the  company  by  its  public  officer.  The 
words,  *'  proceeded  against,"  must  be  taken  to  apply  to 
such  proceedings,  as  are  within  the  scope  of  the  former 
act, — that  is  to  say,  to  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  among 
others. 

Mr.  Swanston,  in  reply. 

Lord  Chancellor. — It  having  been  found  impossible 
to  conduct  proceedings  relating  to  joint  stock  banking 
companies,  consistently  with  the  ordinary  rules  of  law 
and  equity,  it  became  necessary  for  the  legislature  to  inter- 
fere, by  introducing  some  new  rules  with  respect  to  these 
associations.    The  policy  of  the  acts  which  have  been 
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1841.  passed  for  this  purpose,  as  is  to  be  collected  from  the 
In  re  language  in  which  they  are  expressed,  was  this :  to  put 
the  partnerships,  and  the  individual  members  of  them,  as 
regards  all  suits  and  proceedings  in  Courts  of  law  and 
equity,  upon  a  footing  different  from  that  of  ordinary 
partnerships,  by  rendering  the  members  liable  to  be  sued 
by  the  entire  body  ;  and  when  a  suit  is  instituted  of  this 
description^  a  particular  partner  is  not  allowed  to  set  off 
a  demand  of  his  own  against  the  partnership.  It  appears 
to  me,  not  only  from  the  spirit,  intent,  and  principle,  but 
from  the  language  itself  of  the  statutes  7  Oeo.  4.  c.  46* 
and  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  96.,  that  the  very  case  now  before  the 
Court  is  provided  for,  and  included  in  the  words  of  those 
enactments.  I  take  it  for  granted,  that  the  acts  are  in 
pari  materidf  and  that  the  latter  was  meant  to  confirm 
and  give  full  effect  to  the  former.  Now  what  does  the  7 
Oeo.  4.  c.  46.  s.  9.  provide  ?  Why,  that  all  actions  and 
suits,  and  also  all  petitions  to  found  any  commission  of 
bankruptcy  against  any  person  or  persons,  who  might  be 
at  any  time  indebted  to  any  copartnership,  carrying  on 
business  under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  all  proceed- 
ings at  law  or  in  equity  under  any  commission  of  bank- 
ruptcy, and  all  other  proceedings  at  law  or  in  equity,  to 
be  commenced  or  instituted  for  or  on  behalf  of  any  such 
copartnership,  against  any  person  or  persons,  bodies 
politic,  or  corporate,  or  others,  whether  members  of  such 
copartnership  or  otherwise,  for  recovering  any  debts  or 
enforcing  any  claims  or  demands  due  to  such  copartner- 
ship, or  for  any  other  matter  relating  to  the  concerns  of 
such  copartnership,  should,  after  the  passing  of  the  act, 
be  commenced  or  instituted  and  proceeded  in  the  name 
of  any  one  of  the  public  officers,  as  the  nominal  plaintiff 
or  petitioner  for  and  on  behalf  of  such  copartnership. 
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These  words,  therefore,  in  express  terms,  comprehend 
any  proceeding  either  at  law  or  in  equity  under  a  com- 
mission of  bankrupt.  Then  the  second  act  provides, 
''  that  any  such  public  officer  may,  in  his  own  name, 
commence  and  prosecute  any  action,  suit,  or  other  pro- 
ceedings at  law  or  in  equity,  against  any  person  being, 
or  having  been,  a  member  of  the  said  copartnership, 
either  alone,  or  jointly  with  any  other  person,  against 
whom  any  such  copartnership  has,  or  may  have,  any 
demand  whatsoever  ;*'  and  I  think,  that  the  proceedings 
here  referred  to  must  be  such  as  were  comprehended  in 
the  former  act.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  this 
case  is  not  only  within  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  act,  but 
within  its  very  terms,  construed  and  limited  as  they  must 
be  by  the  terms  of  the  former  enactment.  It  follows, 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Review  must  be 
affirmed,  and  this  appeal  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


1841. 


In  re 
Caldecott, 


Ordered  accordingly. 


Ex  parte  Davidson. — In  the  matter  of  Caldecott,        Wutmmtter, 

Notftmber  13. 

Before  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  on  the  special  Pending  an  ap. 

peal  from  an 

case  in  this  matter  (a),  but  after  the  Order  of  the  Court  Order  directing 
of  Review  had  been  drawn  up  on  the  original  petition,  a  proof,  a  divi- 
the    assignees   advertized  a  dividend   meeting,  which  held,  wiX^Mhe 


(a)  See  ante,  p.  368. 


the 
assignees  op- 
posing the  pay- 
ment of  the 

dividend  upon  this  proof,  it  is  withheld ;  a  fund  being  set  apart  to  answer  it.  The  creditor 
then  presents  a  petition  stating  the  non-payment  of  his  dividend,  but  suppressing  the  fact  of 
the  fund  being  set  apart,  and  praying  costs  personally  against  the  Commissioners.  On  this 
petition  and  a  corresponding  affidavit,  he  obtains,  ex  parte,  an  Order  staying  the  dividend, 
generally.    The  appeal  being  determined  in  his  favour, 

Held'f  that  the  suppression  in  the  affidavit,  on  which  the  ex  parte  Order  was  obtained,  dis- 
entitled him  to  any  relief. 

Held,  also,  that  it  was  not  a  case  for  the  Commissioners  to  pay  costs ',  and  the  petition  dis- 
missed with  costs,  as  against  them. 


1 
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1841.  was  accordingly  held,  and  the  Order  of  the  Court  of 
Ex  parte  Rcview  was  produced  on  behalf  of  the  petitioner,  who 
Davidson,  claimed  a  dividend  upon  the  proof  ordered  by  the  Court 
of  Review  to  be  admitted  on  the  proceedings.  This 
claim  was  resisted  by  the  assignees,  on  the  ground  that 
the  Order  produced  was  not  sealed,  and  that  an  ap- 
peal from  it  was  pending.  The  payment  of  the  divi- 
dend was  then  ordered  to  be  made  to  all  the  creditors 
who  had  proved;  but,  with  respect  to  the  petitioner, 
a  sufficient  fund  was  set  apart  to  answer  the  dividend 
upon  his  proof,  in  the  event  of  the  appeal  being  unsuc- 
cessful. The  petitioner  thereupon  presented  the  pre- 
sent petition,  praying  that  the  dividend  might  be  stayed, 
generally,  and  that  the  costs  might  be  paid  by  the  Com- 
missioners personally,  or  by  the  assignees,  or  otherwise 
out  of  the  estate.  In  support  of  the  petition,  an  affidavit 
was  filed,  setting  forth  the  refusal  of  the  Commissioners 
to  order  the  payment  of  the  dividend  to  the  petitioner, 
but  omitting  to  state  the  fact  of  a  fund  having  been 
reserved.  On  August  30th  an  application  was  made  to 
the  Court  to  answer  the  petition,  and  to  appoint  an  early 
day  for  the  hearing ;  whereupon  the  Court  directed  the 
petition  to  be  answered  for  the  next  general  petition 
day,  and  ordered  the  dividend  to  be  stayed  till  the  fur- 
ther Order  of  the  Court.  The  petition  now  came  on  to 
be  heard. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Little,  for  the  petition.  The 
Commissioners  could  not  have  any  right  to  resist  the 
execution  of  an  Order  of  this  Court ;  and  their  venturing 
to  do  so  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  proceeding  by  them  in 
the  exercise  of  their  legitimate  functions,  but  must  have 
proceeded  from   ignorance,    or   from   contumacy.      In 
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such  a  case,  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  order  tlicm  to        1841. 
pay  costs.     Lord  Eldon  made  such  an  Order  in  the  case       j.^     ^^ 
of  a  Mr.  Johnson  (a),  mentioned  in  the  judgment  in  JEx     I^avidwn. 
parte  Scarth(b),  and  a  similar  Order  was  made  by 
Lord  Lyndhurst  in  Ex  parte  Kirby  (c).    And  in  Ex 
parte  Hall  {d)  this  Court  intimated  an  opinion,  that  it 
had  jurisdiction  to  control  the  conduct  of  the  Commis- 
sioners in  a  similar  way.    Such  a  jurisdiction  seems 
indeed  necessarily  to  arise  under  the  act  1  &  S  Will.  4. 
c.  56.  s.  2.i  which  gives  the  Court  authority  to  hear  and 
determine,  order  and  allow,  all  such  matters  in  bank- 
ruptcy as  might,  before  the  passing  of  the  act,  have  been 
brought,  by  petition  or  otherwise,  before  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, whether  such  matters  arise  in  the  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy, or  elsewhere. 

Mr.  «/•  Russell,  for  the  assignees.  There  is  no  case, 
where  an  Order  of  this  Court  has  been  executed,  pending 
an  appeal.  [Sir  John  Cross.  But  there  is  no  rule  to 
prevent  its  execution.  If  there  were,  any  one  might,  by 
appealing,  suspend  the  functions  of  the  Court.]  That 
argument  certainly  would  apply  to  appeals  from  other 
Courts,  but  not  to  an  appeal  from  this  Court ;  such  an 
appeal  being  made  with  the  sanction  and  under  the 
direction  of  the  Court  itself.  The  course  which  was 
taken  was  the  best  that  could  be  adopted  under  the  cir- 
cumstances ;  it  was  better  than  that  of  postponing  the 
dividend,  which  might  have  let  in  other  creditors,  and 
diminished  the  petitioner's  share  of  the  assets.  The 
fund  being  set  apart  to  answer  a  particular  claim,  no 
other  creditor  could  take  any  part  of  it. 

(a)  £x  parte  Edwards,  6  Ves.  3.  (c)  Mont.  &  M'A.  415. 

(6)  16  Ves.  296.  (d)  1  Dea.  536. 
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1841.  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  Commissioners.     Admitting  the 

J|^^^^  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  order  the  Commissioners  to 
Davidson,  pay  costs,  when  a  proper  case  arises  for  that  purpose^ 
the  present  case  cannot  be  regarded  in  that  light.  It 
does  not  at  all  resemble  the  cases  cited.  In  Johnson's 
case,  the  Commissioner  was  made  to  pay  costs^  but  not 
as  Commissioner ;  for  he  had  acted  as  banker^  solicitor, 
and  assignee  under  the  commission^  as  well  as  in  the 
character  of  Commissioner.  Ex  parte  Kirby  (a)  was  a 
case  where  the  Commissioners  had  taken  more  than  the 
statutable  fees ;  and  the  Court  ordered  the  commission  to 
be  renewed  to  London  Commissioners,  and  that  the 
country  Commissioners  should  be  prevented  from  acting 
further  as  Commissioners  of  bankrupt.  These  are  in- 
stances of  misconduct  affording  no  precedent  in  such  a 
case  as  the  present.  The  Court  has  not  now  before  it 
the  affidavit  on  which  the  proof  was  tendered,  and  there- 
fore cannot  take  upon  itself  to  say,  that  the  rejection  of 
it  was  even  an  erroneous  decision.  The  bank  to  whom 
the  dividend  was  payable  was  insolvent ;  and  that  is  a 
circumstance,  which  has  always  been  considered  suffi- 
cient for  staying  the  execution  of  an  Order,  pending  an 
appeal  from  it.  The  petitioner  has  suffered  no  prejudice 
whatever  from  the  delay ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  if 
the  money  had  been  paid,  the  object  of  the  appeal  would 
have  have  been  frustrated.  At  all  events,  there  is  no 
case  in  which  the  Court  has  thought  fit  to  order  the 
Commissioners  to  pay  costs  on  account  of  a  mere  error 
in  judgment,  although  its  power  to  do  so  may  be  un- 
questionable. 

Mr«  Anderdon,  in  reply. 

(a)  Moat.  &  M'A.  414. 
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Sir  John  Cross. — The  petitioner  had  from  the  first  i84l. 
a  just  claim  to  prove  a  debt  of  2000/.  against  the  estate.  ^"^^^ 
The  Commissioners,  however,  in  the  exercise  of  their  DivioMy. 
judgment  upon  a  nice  question  of  law,  rejected  the  proof; 
of  this  rejection  the  petitioner  complained  to  this  Court; 
and  the  Court,  after  argument,  ordered  the  Commis- 
sioners to  admit  the  proof.  The  assignees  appealed 
from  this  Order,  as  they  had  a  right  to  do ;  and  upon 
that  appeal,  the  Order  was  confirmed  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor. It  stands,  therefore,  now  in  full  force,  and  the 
Commissioners  are  bound  to  execute  it.  However,  after 
the  Order  of  the  Court  of  Review  had  been  made,  and 
while  the  appeal  from  it  was  pending,  the  assignees 
thought  fit  to  call  a  meeting  for  a  final  dividend,  confi- 
dently expecting,  as  they  now  state,  that  the  appeal 
would  be  previously  decided.  It  turned  out,  that  it  was 
not  heard  before  the  day  appointed  for  the  meeting. 
The  meeting  was  nevertheless  held,  and  the  Commis- 
sioners were  served  with  the  Order  of  this  Court,  but 
declined  to  obey  it,  upon  its  execution  being  resisted  by 
the  assignees,  who  took  the  frivolous  objection,  that  the 
Order  was  not  sealed  with  the  seal  of  this  Court.  The 
assignees  therefore  led  the  Commissioners  into  an  erro- 
neous rejection  of  the  petitioner's  proof;  but  they  re- 
served a  fund  for  a  dividend.  This  proceeding  was 
undoubtedly  wrong ;  and  it  is  clear,  that  the  Commis- 
sioners ought  to  have  executed  the  Order  of  this  Court. 
They  were,  however,  induced  to  withhold  payment  of 
the  dividend  by  the  unfair  objections  and  resistance 
which  were  ofiered  on  the  part  of  the  assignees.  The 
Commissioners  might  have  made  a  dividend,  and  the 
assignees  might  have  applied  to  this  Court  to  stay  the 
payment  of  it  to  the  petitioner.     Instead  of  doing  so^ 
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1841.  they  ordered  a  dividend  to  be  paid  to  the  other  ere- 
Ex  ptite  ditorsy  reserving  a  suflScient  fund  to  meet  the  claim  of 
Davidson.  j|,g  petitioner,  if  it  were  ultimately  established.  In  this 
state  of  things,  the  petitioner  came  here,  presenting  a 
petition,  stating  the  refusal  of  the  Commissioners  to  order 
the  payment  of  his  dividend,  but  altogether  supprensing 
the  fact  that  the  fund  had  been  reserved.  Upon  this 
petition,  he  obtained,  e^r  parte^  an  Order  to  stay  the  pay- 
ment of  the  dividend;  an  Order  which  the  Court  would 
never  have  made,  if  it  had  been  informed  of  the  reserva- 
tion of  the  fund.  He  now  complains  of  the  injustice  of 
withholding  payment  of  what  is  due  to  him.  But  what 
is  the  effect  of  this  Order,  which  he  has  so  improperly 
obtained?  Why  to  prevent  the  other  creditors  from 
receiving  their  dividends.  As  the  Order  staying  the 
dividend  was  thus  obtained  (a),  and  as  there  is  nothing 
to  warrant  the  charges  of  ignorance  and  contumacy 
wJiich  have  been  made  against  the  Commissioners,  but  of 
which  the  Court  entirely  acquits  them,  the  petition  must 
be  dismissed,  as  against  the  Commissioners,  with  costs. 
But  the  Court  makes  no  Order  as  to  the  costs  of  the 
assignees  as  petitioners,  simply  dismissing  the  petition 
as  to  these  parties.  They  must  settle  these  costs  as  they 
can. 


(a)  See  what  is  said  by  Lord  Cotienham,  C,  in  AilovMy 'General  v^ 
Mayor  of  Liverpool,  1  My.&  Cr.210,  as  to  iiiisrepreseDtation  of  facts,  on  an 
application  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  fx  parte  injunctions. 
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1841. 


Ex  parte  John  May.— In  the  matter  of  John  May. 

Westminsttr, 

1  HE  bankrupt  had  in  this  case  become  a  lunatic,  but    and  Serjlantt* 

no  commission  of  lunacy  had  been  issued.     He  now  pre-   jjf  "  25 1842. 

sented  his  petition  by  Hannah  May^  his  mother  and  Where  it  ap- 
peared that  a 
next  friend,  praying  that  the  affidavit  directed  by  the  bankrupt  was, 

statute  (a)  to  be  made  by  the  bankrupt  on  the  allowance  lunacy,  (though 
of  his  certificate,  might  be  dispensed  with,  and  that  the  quisj^on)^  inJ°' 
Commissioners  might  be  directed  to  sign  the  certifi-  make^the  usual 
cate,  without  having  produced  to  them  such  affidavit;  ^rti6c.te*'aid" 
and  that  on  the  certificate  being  allowed,  the  bankrupt's  *J«  consent  of 

®  '  ^        the  creditors  to 

allowance  might  be  paid  to  Hannah  May.     The  fiat  was  his  discharge 
^  ^  if  had  been  ob- 

issued  in  1838,  and  four-fifths  in  number  and  value  of  tained  without 

the  creditors  had  signed  the  certificate ;  but  the  Commis-  affidavit  was 

sioners  declined  affixing  their  signatures,  for  want  of  the  but?n  suclTa  ' 

usual  affidavit  on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt.  da^ttotbe' 

above  eflect, 
roust  be  made 

Mr.  Keene,  in  support  of  the  petition,  referred  to  Ex  Jj^"^"*  °°' 
•parte  Currie{b). 

(a)  6  Geo,  4.  c.  16.  s.  122.  "And  be  it  enacted,  that  soch  certificate 
shall  be  signed  by  four-firths  in  number  and  value  of  the  creditors  of  the 
bankrupt,  who  shall  have  proved  debts  under  the  commission  to  the  amount 
of  20/.  or  upwards,  or  after  six  calendar  months  from  the  last  examination  of 
the  bankrupt,  then,  either  by  thiee-fifths  in  number  and  value  of  such  cre- 
ditors, or  by  nine-tenths  in  number  of  such  creditors,  who  shall  thereby  tes- 
tify their  consent  to  the  said  bankrupt's  discharge  as  aforesaid ;  and  no  such 
certificate  shall  be  such  discharge,  unless  the  Commissioners  shall  in  writing 
under  their  hands  and  seals  certify  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  that  such  bank- 
rupt has  made  a  full  discovery  of  his  estate  and  eflTects,  and  in  all  things  con- 
formed as  aforesaid,  and  that  there  does  not  appear  any  reason  to  doubt  the 
truth  or  fulness  of  such  discovery,  and  also  that  the  creditors  have  signed  in 
manner  hereby  directed,  and  unless  the  bankrupt  make  oath  in  writing,  that 
such  certificate  and  consent  were  obtained  without  fraud,  and  unless  such 
certificate  shall  after  such  oath  be  allowed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  against 
which  allowance  any  of  the  creditors  of  the  bankiupt  may  be  heard  before 
the  Lord  Chancellor." 

(6)  10  Yes.  51. 

VOL.  ir,  D  D 


£z  parte 
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1841.  Sir  John  Cross. — Is  there  any  rule,  which  makes  it 

necessary  for  the  Commissioners  to  require  such  an  affi- 
*^Y-         davit  to  be  made  by  the  bankrupt,  before  they  sign  his 
certificate? 

Mr.  Keene.  The  only  clause  of  the  statute  which 
affects  the  case  is  the  122nd  section;  but  that  certainly 
creates  no  such  necessity;  and  I  am  not  aware  that  there 
is  any  provision  which  requires  such  an  affidavit  to  be 
produced  to  the  Commissioners,  before  they  sign  the  cer- 
tificate. The  practice  is  however  for  such  an  affidavit 
to  be  produced,  and  for  the  Commissioners  to  mark  it  as 
an  exhibit. 

Sir  John  Cross. — It  does  not  appear  to  me,  that  the 
statute  makes  it  necessary  for  the  Commissioners  to  have 
such  an  affidavit  produced  to  them,  before  they  sign  the 
certificate;  but  that  it  only  requires  the  Court  to  have 
such  an  affidavit,  before  the  certificate  is  allowed.  How- 
ever, if  the  bankrupt  is  in  such  a  state  of  incapacity,  as  to 
render  it  impossible  for  him  to  make  such  affidavit,  it 
seems  only  a  reasonable  construction  of  the  act  to  hold 
that  the  words  *'  unless  the  bankrupt  make  oath  in  wri- 
ting'* shall  mean  in  such  a  case  as  the  present,  **  shall 
cause  such  oath  in  writing  to  be  made ;"  and  if  another 
person  can  make  an  affidavit  to  the  same  effect,  that,  to- 
gether with  the  production  of  the  Commissioners'  signa- 
tures to  the  certificate,  will  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  be  sufficient.  I  suggest  this  course,  under  the  im- 
pression that  without  some  such  affidavit  as  I  have  men- 
tioned, the  object  of  the  legislature  would  be  defeated. 

The  Order  was,  that  the  Commissioners  might 
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dispense  with  the  bankrupt's  affidavit,  and  the        1841. 

rest  of  the  petition  was  ordered  to  stand  over.  JT'^^^*^ 

'^  Ex  parte 

May. 

Mr.  Keene  on  this  day  renewed  his  application,  pro-  May  25  1842. 
ducing  an  affidavit  of  William  Heame,  the  solicitor  to  the 
assignees,  to  the  following  effect :  *'  That  the  certificate, 
bearing  date  the  14th  day  of  April  1842,  under  the  hands 
and  seals  of  Richard  Missing,  Henry  Goode,  and  John 
James  Foguett^  three  of  the  Commissioners  in  the  said 
fiat  named,  authorized  to  proceed  upon  the  said  fiat, — 
whereby  they  have  certified  to  the  Right  Honorable  the 
Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great  Britain,  and  the  Right 
Honorable  the  Chief  Judge,  and  their  Honors  the  other 
judges  of  the  Court  of  Review,  in  bankruptcy,  that  John 
May  J  the  above  named  bankrupt,  hath  in  all  things  con- 
formed to  the  several  statutes  made  and  now  in  force 
concerning  bankrupts,  and  the  consent  of  all  the  said 
John  May's  creditors  who  have  signed  their  names  at 
the  foot  of  the  said  certificate,  that  the  said  Commissioners 
might  sign  the  same,  and  that  the  said  John  May  might 
have  such  allowance  and  benefit  as  are  given  to  bank- 
rupts by  the  said  acts,  and  be  discharged  from  his  debts 
in  pursuance  of  the  same — was  obtained  fairly  and  with- 
out fraud,  as  this  deponent  verily  believes,  and  hath  no 
doubt ;  and  this  deponent  further  saith,  that  he  has  been 
informed  and  verily  believes  that  the  said  John  May  is 
now,  and  has  been,  for  the  space  of  three  years  last  past, 
a  lunatic,  and  incapable  of  taking  an  oath,  or  of  in  any 
way  managing  himself  or  his  affairs."  Upon  this  affi- 
davit being  read, 

The  Court  made  the  Order  allowing  the  certificate. 

DV2 
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1841. 

^«^^'^  Ex  parte  Lyon  Samuel. — In  the  matter  of  John 

Serjeants*  Inn  PhtlpOT 

Hall,  rHILPOT. 

November  26.     ^~ 

A  bankrupt,  -L  HIS  was  a  petition  to  prove  as  an  indorsee  of  a  bill  of 
S  wii  for'20o!i!^  exchange  for  220/.,  dated  the  30th  January  1841,  and 
nl^oUatS  W*"  payable  three  months  after  date,  which  had  been  accepted 
find'n^»h''tr**  by  the  bankrupt,  and  which  the  petitioner  had  discounted 

before  it  fell       for  the  drawer. 

due  that  he 

•hould  be  un-         It  appeared,  that  the  bankrupt  had  accepted  a  former 

able  to  pay  it,         ,  '^'^  ^  ^ 

persuaded  the  bill  for  200/.,  drawn  on  him  by  W.  Clark,  which  became 
apoUierbill  od  due  on  the  27th  January  last ;  and  that  a  few  days  be- 
andtoeetitdis-  ^^^^  1^  became  due,  the  bankrupt,  finding  that  he  should 
deMhat'he  °'"  "^'  ^^  ^^'®  ^^  P*^y  ^^®  amount  when  it  arrived  at  matu- 
th?fire?mcn?  "^y»  applied  to  Clark  to  draw  another  bill  on  him  at  three 
d^w^dill  ^*  months  for  220/.,  and  get  the  same  discounted;  the  bank- 
fw  220/**with*    '"P^  intending  with  the  amount  to  be  produced  by  such 

the  i)eiitioDer.  discount  to  take  up  the  bill  for  200/.     Clark  then  drew 

but,  instead  of  '^ 

applying  the  the  bill  for  220/.,  which  the  bankrupt  accepted,  and 

proceeds  to  pay 

off  the  first  bill,  Clark  took  it  away  to  get  discounted.     Clark,  however, 

them  to  his  own  did  not  bring  the  bankrupt  the  cash  for  the  bill  for  220/., 
hoWer*of  the*  neither  did  he  take  up  the  bill  for  200/.,  which  was  ac- 
thramou^nTont  cordingly  dishonored  by  the  bankrupt,  and  it  was  after- 
Kihauhe  ^*^^^  V^oseA  by  the  holder  under  the  fiat.  On  the  29th 
peUtioner,  who  January  last,  the  petitioner,  on  the  application  of  a  bill- 
ledge  of  the  cir-  broker,  discounted  the  bill  for  220/.,  on  the  terms  of  20/. 
cumstances  un- 
der which  the  being  allowed  as  the  amount  of  the  discount,  the  peti- 
second  bill  was     .  ,       .  i         n         t       r 

given,  or  of  the  tioner  having  no  notice,  as  he  alleged,  of  any  circum- 

oommitted  by     Stances  which  would  affect  the  liability  of  any  parties  to 

the  drawer,  was  .i  ^  i  .ii 
not  prevented       ^^^  l^>"- 

Im^t^'ofwlh*      ^"  ^^®  ^^^  •^"'y  '^®^'  ^^^"  *  meeting  was  held  for 

second  bill.        declaring  a  dividend  under  the  fiat,  the  petitioner  applied 

to  prove  the  bill  for  220/.,  but  the  proof  was  opposed 

by  the  assignees,  on  the  ground  that  Clark  had  not  given 

the  bankrupt  full  consideration  for  the  same;  for  that 
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be  had  negotiated  for  his  own  purposej  the  bill  for  200/.^         1841. 

and  had  also  converted  to  his  own  use  the  proceeds       y^  ^^ 

of  discounting  the  bill  for  220L,  instead  of  paying  them       Samuil, 

over  to  the  bankrupt^  to  enable  him  to  take  up  the  bill 

for  200/.     The  petitioner  contended,  that  he  had  nothing 

to  do  with  what  might  have  passed  between  the  drawer 

and  acceptor  of  the  bill,  and  that  as  he  had  no  notice  of 

the  above  transactions  between  them,  he  was  entitled  to 

prove  on  the  bill  for  220L    The  Commissioner,  however, 

refused  to  admit  the  proof,  or  even  a  claim  to  be  entered, 

but  proceeded  to  declare  a  dividend. 

It  was  alleged,  in  answer  to  the  petition,  that  it  was 
the  practice  of  the  London  Commissioners  to  reject 
proofs  on  bills  of  exchange  obtained  under  the  above 
circumstances,  unless  distinct  evidence,  beyond  the 
claimant's  oath,  is  given,  that  the  holder  was  not  party 
or  privy  to  the  original  transaction  between  the  parties 
to  the  bill,  and  that  the  holder  had  given  a  bond  fide 
consideration  for  the  bill. 

The  petitioner  stated  in  his  affidavit  in  reply,  that, 
when  he  tendered  his  proof  on  the  bill,  he  informed  the 
Commissioner,  that  he  was  then  prepared  to  prove  the 
consideration  he  gave  for  it,  and  had  then  with  him  the 
paid  check  on  his  bankers,  which  he  had  given  as  the 
consideration  for  the  bill,  and  also  his  banker's  pass- 
book, by  which  the  payment  of  the  check  would  have 
appeared;  but  that  the  Commissioner  refused  to  hear 
such  evidence,  or  to  inspect  the  check  or  pass-book. 

The  petitioner  prayed,  that  he  might  be  admitted  to 
prove  on  the  bill  for  220/.,  and  that  in  the  mean  time, 
the  payment  of  the  dividend  might  be  stayed. 

Mr.  J.  Russell  appeared  in  support  of  the  petition. 


SlMUKL. 
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1841.  Mr.  Spurrier y  for  the  assignees.     The  real  debt  due 

Ex  pane  ^'^™  ^^^  bankrupt  has  been  proved  once  by  the  holder 
of  the  first  bill  for  200/. ;  and  the  question  is,  whether 
this  debt  is  to  be  proved  a  second  time.  The  second  bill 
was  a  fraud  upon  the  bankrupt ;  for  Clark  appropriated 
to  his  own  use  the  proceeds  arising  from  the  discount  of 
the  second  bill,  which  was  given  to  him  for  the  express 
purpose  of  paying  off  the  first.  [Sir  John  Cross.  There 
is  no  suggestion  in  any  of  the  affidavits  in  answer  to  the 
petition,  that  the  petitioner  was  privy  to  the  fraud  of 
Clark  in  his  transaction  with  the  bankrupt.]  There  is 
no  sufficient  denial  by  the  petitioner,  of  his  knowledge 
of  the  original  transaction  between  Clark  and  the  bank- 
rupt. The  consideration  being  impeached  as  to  the  ori- 
ginal transaction  between  the  parties  to  the  bill,  it  was 
incumbent  on  the  holder  to  prove  the  consideration  under 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  second  bill  was  given. 
Clark  could  not  recover  on  that  bill  in  an  action  at  law 
against  the  bankrupt.  Then,  as  the  drawer  could  not 
recover  on  the  bill  against  the  acceptor,  the  onus  lies  on 
the  holder  to  prove  that  he  gave  a  proper  consideration 
for  the  bill ;  and  this  must  appear  from  other  evidence 
than  that  of  the  holder  himself.  As  the  consideration 
therefore  for  this  bill  was  disputed,  the  Commissioner 
was  bound  to  require  some  other  evidence,  besides  that 
of  Samuel,  the  petitioner;  and  as  no  witness  w&s  pro- 
duced to  confirm  his  statement,  the  Commissioner  was 
right  in  rejecting  the  proof. 

Sir  John  Cross. — It  appears  to  me,  that  there  was  no 
foundation  in  law  or  fact  for  the  rejection  of  this  proof. 
The  circumstances  under  which  the  proof  was  rejected 
were  these.    There  was  an  antecedent  bill  for  800/. 
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accepted  by  the  bankrupt^  and  about  falling  due,  which  1841. 
the  bankrupt  was  unable  to  pay ;  and,  in  order  to  pro-  e^"^ 
vide  for  the  payment  of  this  bill,  he  prevailed  on  Clark  to  Samuel. 
draw  another  bill  on  him  for  2201. ,  which  the  bankrupt 
accepted,  and  then  requested  Clark  to  get  it  discounted. 
Clark  accordingly  discounted  this  last  mentioned  bill 
with  the  petitioner ;  and,  as  is  now  alleged  by  the  assig- 
nees, appropriated  the  proceeds  to  his  own  use,  instead 
of  paying  off  the  first  bill  for  200/.  With  all  these 
transactions  between  the  bankrupt  and  Clark,  the  peti- 
tioner had  nothing  on  earth  to  do.  The  petitioner  was 
not  responsible  for  the  ex  post  facto  default  of  Clark,  nor 
was  he  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the  money 
which  he  paid  Clark  on  the  occasion  of  discounting  this 
second  bill.  It  was  objected  again  to  the  petitioner's 
right  of  proof,  that  the  original  bill  for  200L  had  been 
proved  under  the  fiat,  and  therefore  that  the  petitioner 
could  have  no  claim  on  the  bill  for  2201.,  while  the  other 
continued  a  charge  upon  the  bankrupt's  estate.  I  think 
there  was  no  ground  for  this  objection.  The  value  or 
nature  of  the  consideration,  which  Clark  gave  for  the 
bill,  was  not  in  issue  before  the  Commissioner;  but 
merely  the  consideration  which  the  petitioner  himself 
gave  for  it,  and  which  he  swears  he  was  prepared  to 
prove  before  the  Commissioner.  It  is  then  said,  that  the 
petitioner  ought  to  have  been  provided  with  some  witness 
to  prove  the  consideration.  But  the  holder  of  a  bill, 
applying  to  prove  it  under  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy,  is  not 
bound  to  produce  witnesses  to  establish  his  claim,  like  a 
plaintiff  in  an  action  at  the  assizes.  I  am  of  opinion,  that 
the  petitioner  was  not  answerable  for  ClarVs  breach  of 
trust ;  and  that,  as  the  evidence  stood  before  the  Commis- 
sioner, he  was  entitled  to  prove  on  the  bill  for  2201. 
With  respect  to  suspending  the  payment  of  the  dividend, 
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1841.  no  Order  on  that  subject  can  be  made^  as  it  appears 
^'^  that  the  dividend  has  been  already  paid ;  but  the  peti- 
Samuel.       tioner  will  be  entitled  to  be  paid  the  dividend  already 

declared,  before  any  further  dividend  is  made  under  the 

fiat. 


Mr.  Russell  applied  for  costs. 

Sir  John  Cross. — If  a  creditor  will  postpone  his  ap- 
plication to  prove  his  debt^  until  a  meeting  is  called  for 
the  purpose  of  declaring  a  dividend,  he  must  take  the 
consequences  of  an  opposition  being  made  to  his  proof 
by  the  assignees.  If  he  had  applied  to  prove  before  the 
dividend  meetingi  the  case  would  have  been  different; 
but  I  think,  under  these  circumstances,  the  Court  cannot 
give  him  costs. 

Proof  allowed. 


Strjtantt*  Inn 

Nov.  26.  Dm.        Ex  parte  Spicer. — In  the  matter  of  Kipping. 


6*7. 
Although  a  fiat   XHIS  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor  to  annul  the  fiat, 

may  be  con- 
certed between    on  the  ground  that  it  was  fraudulently  concerted  between 

and  the  peS-  the  bankrupt  and  the  petitioning  creditors,  for  the  pur- 
and  may  ^^*'^'^'  P^^^  ^^  benefiting  the  former,  and  not  with  a  view  to  the 
toStiTn"""^    interests  of  the  general  creditors. 

ff'^m^ri'n'obl'  '^^^  bankrupt,  who  was  described  in  the  fiat  as  a 
ject  is  to  serve     broker,  was  also  a  sheriflTs  officer,  and  resided  at  Maid- 

tbe  purposes  of 

the  bankrupt      stone.     The  docket  was  struck  on  the   13th  August; 

and  the  petition- 
ing creditor,  and  and  the  fiat  issued  on  the  3 1st  August,  the  very  day  on 

benefit  of  the      which  the  petitioner  had  taken  the  bankrupt's  goods  in 

tors,  it  will  be     execution  for  a  debt  of  230/.     The  petitioning  creditor 

was  Mr.  King,  an  attorney,  and  his  debt  was  composed 
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of  an  account  against  the  bankrupt  for  costs  in  defending  1841. 
the  action  brought  against  him  by  the  petitioner^  together  ^^  ^ 
with  a  charge  for  the  expenses  incurred  in  obtaining  a  Spicbb. 
certificate  for  the  bankrupt's  brother  under  a  fiat  issued 
against  him  five  years  before.  For  the  amount  of  theie 
charges  the  bankrupt  had^  in  the  character  of  a  surety, 
joined  his  brother  in  giving  a  promissory  note;  but  it 
was  not  clear  that  the  note  was  given  before  the  arrange- 
ment was  made  between  the  petitioning  creditor  and  the 
bankrupt,  for  issuing  the  present  fiat.  After  the  fiat  was 
opened,  and  a  day  appointed  for  the  choice  of  assignees, 
Mr.  King^  the  petitioning  creditor,  went  down  to  Maid- 
stone to  canvass  for  proofs,  and  for  powers  of  attorney  to 
vote  in  the  choice  of  assignees ;  some  of  which  were  given 
to  himself,  and  some  to  his  clerk  for  that  purpose.  On 
the  day  appointed,  a  Mr.  Marshall^  who  was  the  only 
creditor  proving  without  a  power  of  attorney,  was  ap- 
pointed sole  assignee,  on  behalf  of  creditors  whose  debts 
amounted  only  to  333/. ;  although  it  appeared  that  the 
bankrupt's  debts  and  liabilities  amounted  to  ISOO/.  From 
the  few  creditors  who  had  proved,  the  bankrupt  had 
already  obtained  his  certificate.  The  total  amount  of  the 
assets  produced  by  the  sale  of  the  bankrupt*s  effects  was 
97/.,  and  the  debts  alleged  to  be  due  to  him  were  not 
recoverable,  by  reason  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations.  It  was  admitted  in  the  affidavits  of  the 
bankrupt  and  King^  that  the  fiat  was  taken  out  for  the 
purpose  of  defeating  the  petitioner's  execution. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  in  support  of  the  petition.  The  affi- 
davits on  the  other  side  merely  deny  that  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  was  concerted,  but  not  the  circumstances  of 
concert  in  issuing  the  fiat;  which,  though  they  do  not 
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^^^^*  aflfect  its  validity^  afford  nevertheless  strong  grounds  for 
Ex  parte  suspicion  that  it  was  issued  for  an  improper  purpose. 
For,  although  a  fiat  is  now  not  absolutely  void  for  having 
been  concerted  between  the  bankrupt  and  the  petitioning 
creditor,  yet  the  concert  is  a  material  ingredient  in  the 
case  to  determine  whether  it  is  the  bankrupt's  fiat,  or  not. 
Therefore,  although  under  the  42nd  section  of  the  1  &  2 
Will.  4.  a  fiat  cannot  be  annulled  by  reason  only  of  its 
being  concerted  between  the  petitioning  creditor  and  the 
bankrupt,  yet  the  Court  may  have  regard  to  the  fact  of 
concert,  in  conjunction  with  the  other  circumstances  of 
the  case,  which  show  that  the  fiat  was  not  issued  for  a 
bond  fide  purpose ;  JEx  parte  Clark  (a).  It  is  true,  that 
a  fiat  may  be  lawfully  issued  to  defeat  an  execution ;  but 
then  it  must  not  be  the  fiat  of  the  bankrupt.  And  where 
it  satisfactorily  appears  to  the  Court  that  a  fiat  has  been 
concerted  between  the  bankrupt  and  the  petitioning  cre- 
ditor, for  the  sole  purpose  of  defeating  a  judgment 
creditor,  and  procuring  for  the  bankrupt  his  certificate, 
the  fiat  will  be  annulled,  notwithstanding  the  sufficiency 
of  the  usual  requisites;  Ex  parte  GaitskeU(b).  On 
these  two  cases  I  rely,  as  incontrovertible  decisions  to 
govern  that  of  the  present  case,  in  which  it  is  sWorn, 
and  in  which  it  is  also  apparent  from  the  facts,  that  the 
fiat  was  sued  out  for  the  purpose  of  serving  the  bank- 
rupt's own  object,  and  not  to  distribute  his  effects  among 
the  general  creditors.  The  petitioning  creditor  was  also 
an  attorney,  and  the  whole  amount  of  the  bankrupt's  pro- 
perty realized  under  the  fiat,  which  was  only  97/.,  was 
just  enough  to  pay  the  petitioning  creditor  his  costs. 
The  debts  alleged  to  be  due  to  the  bankrupt  are  quite 
worthless,  from  the  lapse  of  time  since  they  accrued. 

(a)  4  Deac.  166.  (6)  1  Mont  &  C.  160  ;  3  Dcac.  635. 
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Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  bankrupt.   The  bankrupt  denies  all        1841. 


fraud  or  collusion  with  the  petitioning  creditor,  although  ^^  ^^^ 
he  admits  that  the  fiat  was  issued  to  avoid  the  execution  Spiceb. 
of  the  petitioner.  The  debt  for  which  that  execution 
issued  was  founded  on  an  award,  by  which  the  arbitra- 
tor awarded  the  sum  of  103/.  to  be  due  to  him ;  but  it 
appears  from  the  affidavits,  that  the  arbitrator  was  mis- 
taken in  awarding  this  sum  to  be  due  to  the  petitioner ; 
for  he  omitted  to  allow  to  the  bankrupt  certain  payments, 
which  he  was  entitled  to  have  taken  into  consideration. 
It  is  sworn,  and  not  denied  by  the  petitioner,  that  before 
the  award  was  made,  the  petitioner  offered  to  accept 
from  the  bankrupt  25L,  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt.  The 
present  case  is  wholly  distinguishable  from  the  cases 
cited. 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  for  the  assignees,  contended  that  there 
was  no  ground  whatever  for  presuming  that  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  was  concerted ;  and  that  the  other  circum- 
stances of  the  case  were  not  sufficient  to  justify  the 
Court  in  annulling  the  fiat. 

No  counsel  appeared  on  l^half  of  the  petitioning  cre- 
ditors. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Sir  John  Cross. — This  is  a  petition  to  annul  a  fiat, 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  sued  out  to  defeat  an  exe- 
cution creditor,  for  the  purposes  of  the  bankrupt,  and  . 
not  substantially  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors.  It  is 
the  petition  of  the  execution  creditor,  who  became  en- 
titled on  the  31st  August  to  issue  execution  against  his 
debtor,  and  who  was  defeated  by  the  suing  out  of  the 
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1841.  fiat  on  the  very  day  on  which  he  was  enabled  to  enforce 
^"^^  his  rights.  It  is  indeed  admitted^  that  it  was  the  object 
Spicik.  of  the  bankrupt  and  King  to  defeat  the  execution, — the 
former  having  declared  that  he  instructed  the  latter  to 
take  proceedings  on  purpose ;  and  that,  in  accordance 
with  these  instructions,  King  took  steps  to  delay  the 
execution,  by  obtaining  a  rule  to  stay  the  proceedings 
under  it,  provided  the  money  was  brought  into  Court. 
In  the  meantime,  however,  a  bankruptcy  is  got  up,  and 
King  is  to  become  the  petitioning  creditor  for  his  costs 
in  that  very  suit,  added  to  the  amount  of  a  promissory 
note  in  which  the  bankrupt  joined  with  his  brother,  a^ 
surety,  for  the  payment  of  the  costs  in  obtaining  his 
brother's  certificate  under  a  bankruptcy  occurring  five 
years  ago.  This  constituted  the  petitioning  creditor's 
debt.  But  there  was  no  proof  whatever  that  this  note 
was  given  to  the  petitioning  creditor  before  the  S8th 
August,  although  the  docket  was  struck  on  the  13th 
August.  As  soon  as  the  fiat  was  opened,  we  find  King 
at  Maidstone,  canvassing  the  creditors  for  powers  of 
attorney,  to  enable  him  to  vote  for  them  in  the  choice  of 
assignees.  Only  one  other  creditor,  besides  those  from 
w-hom  King  obtained  the  powers  of  attorney,  proved 
under  the  fiat,  and  that  creditor  was  chosen  sole  assignee 
by  creditors  whose  debts  amounted  only  to  333/.,  al- 
though the  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  bankrupt  exceeded 
1200Z.  Not  half  of  the  bankrupt's  creditors  ever  proved 
their  debts  under  the  fiat,  and  from  those  few  who  had 
thus  proved  the  bankrupt  obtained  his  certificate. 
Now,  it  is  asked  by  the  counsel  for  the  respondents,  is 
a  fiat  to  be  annulled,  merely  because  it  was  sued  out  to 
defeat  an  execution  ?  I  say,  certainly  not.  It  might 
have  been  very  right  to  pursue  such  a  course.     I  admit, 


■\ 
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alsoy  thaty  according  to  a  declaration  in  a  recent  statute,  1841. 
a  fiat  is  not  voidable,  only  by  reason  that  it  has  been  j.^^  ^^ 
concerted  between  the  bankrupt  and  the  petitioning  ere-  S"c»«« 
ditor.  But  it  seems,  that  in  this  case  the  fiat  was  con- 
certed merely  to  serve  the  purposes  of  the  bankrupt, 
and  not  with  any  view  of  benefiting  the  creditors.  I 
should  have  felt  reluctant  to  annul  it,  if  there  was  any 
chance  that  it  could  be  worked  beneficially  for  the  cre- 
ditors. But  what  has  been  already  the  result  ?  The 
bankrupt  got  his  certificate  in  a  few  weeks  after  the  fiat 
was  issued,  and  there  is  no  prospect  of  a  farthing  to  be 
divided  among  the  creditors.  The  assets  realized  a  sum 
under  100/.,  and  the  only  fruit  of  the  fiat  would  be  to 
enable  King  to  absorb  the  whole  property  for  his  costs 
as  petitioning  creditor,  and  to  release  the  bankrupt  from 
his  liabilities  to  his  creditors  by  the  medium  of  his  certi- 
ficate. Among  the  items  in  King's  bill  of  costs,  I  ob- 
serve, that,  instead  of  writing  a  letter  to  the  bankrupt  at 
Maidstone,  he  thinks  proper  to  make  a  journey  there, 
and  charges  4/.  4s.,  and  2L  5s.  for  travelling  expenses. 
Under  all  the  circumstances,  it  is  impossible  to  doubt 
but  that  the  fiat  was  concerted  to  defeat  the  execution, 
not  for  the  purpose  of  serving  the  creditors,  but  for  the 
private  purposes  of  the  bankrupt  and  the  petitioning 
creditor ;  and  I  therefore  think  that  it  ought  to  be  an- 
nulled at  the  costs  of  the  party  who  sued  it  out. 

Fiat  annulled,  with  costs. 
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1841. 

v^/^        Ex  parte  Philip  Woodgate. — In  the  matter  of  David 

Little  and  David  Chalmers,  and  in  the  matter  of 
^Ha!!,  ^""       ^^^'^^  ^"^  Chalmers. 

L.tndC.em-  1  HIS  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor,  praying  that  a 
to  u^crrouor  certain  sum  might  be  declared  to  belong  to  the  joint 
::t:'J^'"  ^^^  oiLiUle  and  Chalmers. 

good"  In^ihe  LUtk  and  Chalmers  carried  on  business  in  partner- 

courae  of  which  gjjip  together,  as  drapers  and  tea  dealers  at  Norwich 

deahn^were  r       o  '  r 

htd  with  3600    and  Great  Yarmouth,  in  the  county  of  Norfolk,  under 

cogtomers.     L. 

and  c.  dissolved  the  firm  of  ^*  Little  and  Chalmers^''  and  were  in  the 

their  partoer-       ,    ,  .        ^  ,      .  .  n    ,  i 

ship,  of  which  habit  of  employing  certain  persons,  called  packmen,  to 

10  the  Gazette,  sell  goods  on  their  account.     Each  packman  had  a  cer- 

debto  owing  on  toin  district  allotted  to  him,  containing  several  parishes, 

roSIIds  t^the*  known  by  the  name  of  a  round,  in  which  he  sold  and 

Md  cTwhiih  disposed  of  the  goods  supplied  to  him  by  the  firm  on 

»amt°^rse  of  ^^^^  account,  and  usually  gave  credit  to  his  customers 

dealing ;  and  foy  ^jjg  goods  SO  sold,  and  entered  in  his  book  of  ac- 

•ome  of  the  ^ 

bills  of  parcels    counts  the  sums  due  from  them  respectively  on  account 

deliterad  to  the  ^     ^  \ 

customers  bj      of  such  sales ;  and  the  debts  thus  incurred  were  in  general 
one  of  the  pack- 
men were  aU      paid  by  them  to  the  packman  the  next  time  he  came 

heading  from  his  round.  Chalmers  was  accustomed  to  go  one  of  the 
and  c?io  that  rounds  himself,  and  took  with  him  papers  for  the  pur- 
but'it*did  not  P^^  ^^  making  out  accounts  with  the  customers  of  goods 
Mpl^nou"^  sold  by  him  to  them,  on  which  the  words  "Bought 
^YtomVralTfthe  ^^  ^*"^  ^"^  Chalmers''  were  printed;  and,  upon  any 
^'Sb*°f  ^^  dealing  with  a  customer,  delivered  to  him  one  of  these 
the  old  to  the     papers;  and  the  same  practice  was  also  pursued  by  the 

new  firm.   Both 

firms  became      different  packmen.     By  means  of  these  dealings,  a  valu- 

bankrupt. 

H9ld,  under       able  connexion  was  formed,  and  the  rounds  were  readily 
these  circum- 
stances, that  there  was  not  such  proof  of  want  of  notice  to  the  difllerent  debtors,  of  the  assign- 
ment of  the  debts  from  the  old  to  the  new  firm,  as  to  raise  the  inference  that  the  debts  con- 
tinued in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  old  firm. 
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and  easily  saleable  at  nearly  the  amount  of  the  good        1841. 
debts  appearing  to  be  due  from  the  different  customers       i?^^, 
in  the  books  of  the  packmen.  Woowiati. 

On  the  27th  December  1839,  Little  and  Chalmers 
dissolved  their  partnership,  and  notice  of  such  dissolu- 
tion appeared  in  the  Gazette  on  the  10th  of  January 
1840,  being  then  possessed  of  several  of  these  rounds 
in  the  counties  of  Norfolk  and  Suffolk. 

On  the  ist  January  1840,  Chalmers  entered  into  part« 
nership  with  Edward  Smith,  as  drapers,  at  Norwich, 
under  the  firm  of  *^  Smith  and  Chalmers ;"  to  which 
latter  firm  Little  and  Chalmers  sold  the  chief  part  of 
their  rounds  for  the  sum  of  2650L  In  payment  of  this 
sum,  Little  drew  eight  bills  of  exchange  on  Smith  and 
Chalmers,  which  they  accepted  for  different  sums  of 
money,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  2650/. ;  and  which 
bills  were  afterwards  delivered  to  Little.  It  was  agreed 
between  Little  and  Chalmers,  that  all  debts  due  to  them 
on  the  different  rounds  should  be  received  by  Smith  and 
Chalmers,  and  that  the  debts  owing  by  Little  and  Chal- 
mers should  be  paid  by  Little  ;  and  a  written  notice  of 
this  agreement  was  sent  by  Little  to  the  creditors  of  the 
firm  of  Little  and  Chalmers.  In  consequence  of  this 
notice,  many  creditors  of  Little  and  Chalmers  drew  bills 
of  exchange  on  Little  for  the  amount  of  their  respective 
demands,  which  Little  accepted.  No  notice,  however, 
was  given  to  the  debtors  of  the  firm  of  Little  and  Chal- 
mers,  that  the  debts  were  to  be  paid  to  the  firm  of  Smith 
and  Chalmers. 

On  the  15th  February  1840,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  was 
issued  against  Smith  and  Chalmers-;  and  on  the  12th 
March  1840,  another  fiat  was  taken  out  against  Little 
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1841.        and  Chalmers^  under  which  they  were  severally  found 


bankrupts;    and  the  same   assignees   were  appointed 
WooDOATB.     under  each  fiat. 

The  petitioner  was  a  creditor  of  the  firm  of  Little  and 
Chalmers  for  the  sum  of  232/.  3^.^  which  he  had  proved 
against  their  estate. 

The  rounds,  which  had  been  thus  purchased  by  the  new 
of  the  old  firm,  were  sold  by  the  direction  of  the  assig- 
nees for  the  sum  of  2794Z.  14*.  4rf.,  the  greater  part  of 
which  sum  they  had  already  received,  and  the  residue 
was  secured  by  a  good  bill  of  exchange.  This  sum  was 
carried  by  the  assignees  to  the  credit  of  the  estate  of 
Smith  and  Chalmers  ;  and  at  the  audit  of  the  accounts 
of  the  assignees,  the  Commissioners  considered  this  sum 
to  belong  to  the  estate  of  Smith  and  Chalmers. 

The  petitioner  alleged,  that  all,  or  the  greater  part,  of 
the  debts  included  in  the  rounds  so  sold  were  contracted 
with  the  firm  of  Little  and  Chalmers ;  and  that  he  was 
advised,  that  such  part  of  the  debts  so  contracted  did 
not  belong  to  the  estate  of  Smith  and  Chalmers,  but  to 
the  estate  of  Little  and  Chalmers,  and  ought  to  be  ap- 
plied in  payment  of  their  joint  creditors.  The  Commis- 
sioners postponed  declaring  a  dividend,  in  order  that 
it  might  be  decided  to  which  estate  the  sum  of 
8794Z.  14ff.  4rf.  belonged. 

The  prayer  was,  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the 
said  sumi  of  2794/.  14s.  4rf.,  or  so  much  thereof  as  arose 
from  the  purchase  of  debts  due  to  the  firm  of  Little  and 
Chalmers,  formed  part  of  the  estate  of  that  firm,  and 
that  the  same  might  be  applied  in  payment,  so  far  as  it 
would  extend,  of  their  joint  creditors;  and  that,  if 
necessary,  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what  part  of  the 
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said  sum  was  composed  of^  or  paid  on  account  of,  debts        1841. 
due  to  the  firm  of  Little  and  Chalmers. 


Ex  parte 

WOOOOATS. 


Mr.  J.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Elmsley,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  As  no  notice  was  given  to  the  parties  indebted 
to  the  firm  of  Little  and  Chalmers,  upon  the  dissolution 
of  their  partnership^  of  the  sale  to  the  new  firm  of  Smith 
and  Chalmers  of  the  debts  due  to  the  firm  of  Little  and 
Chalmers,  these  debts  must  be  considered  as  the  joint 
effects  of  Little  and  Chalmers.  This  is  one  of  the 
points  on  which  we  rely.  The  other  is,  that  what  is 
called  an  assignment  of  the  debts  from  one  firm  to  the 
other  was  only  an  equitable  executory  arrangement, 
which  was  not  perfected  by  Little  and  Chalmers.  The 
dissolution  of  the  partnership  of  Little  and  Chalmers 
did  not  appear  in  the  Gazette  until  the  10th  January 
1840;  and  in  a  few  weeks  afterwards,  namely,  on  the 
15th  February,  the  fiat  issued  against  Smith  and  Chal- 
mers. At  the  time  of  the  dissolution  of  the  first  part- 
nership, the  amount  of  the  debts  due  to  the  firm  of 
Little  and  Chalmers  exceeded  the  sum  of  2600Z.  Of 
these  debts  a  small  amount  only  was  collected  by  Smith 
and  Chalmers,  the  greater  portion  of  them  being  still 
due  at  the  period  of  their  bankruptcy.  Smith  and 
Chalmers  continued  to  sell  goods  in  the  same  way  as 
the  former  partnership,  to  the  amount  of  dOOZ. ;  but  the 
customers,  as  is  stated  by  one  of  the  witnesses,  thought 
they  were  buying  of  Little  and  Chalmers,  There  has, 
in  fact,  been  no  real  consideration  given  by  Smith  and 
Chalmers  for  the  purchase  of  these  debts ;  for  the  2650/. 
was  not  paid  in  cash,  but  bills  were  merely  given  for  the 
amount;  which  bills  have  not  been  paid.  The  only 
feature  that  distinguishes  this  case  from  the  ordinary 
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1841.  case  of  the  assignment  of  a  debt,— of  which  notice  to  the 
Ex  arte  ^^^^^^  ^^  indispensable  to  render  it  valid, — is,  that  here 
WooDoiTB.  one  of  the  assignors  is  also  one  of  the  assignees ;  but 
that  makes  no  difference  as  to  the  principle  which  ren- 
ders notice  requisite.  In  Ex  parte  Burton  (a),  where 
two  retiring  partners,  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  part- 
nership, assigned  all  the  partnership  debts  to  the  conti- 
nuing partner,— Sir  John  Leach  held,  that  there  was  no 
substantial  distinction  between  an  assignment  of  a  debt 
to  a  stranger,  or  a  partner ;  and  that  the  debts  owing  by 
those  debtors,  who  had  no  notice  of  the  assignment  to 
the  continuing  partner,  remained  in  the  order  and  dis- 
position of  the  continuing  partner.  That  is  a  stronger 
case  in  favour  of  the  principle  contended  for,  than  the 
present;  for  there  the  advertisement  in  the  Gazette 
not  only  announced  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership, 
but  gave  express  notice  that  all  the  debts  due  to  and 
owing  by  the  partnership  would  be  received  and  paid  by 
the  continuing  partner;  while  here  no  notice  of  any 
kind,  as  to  the  assignment  of  the  debts,  was  given  to  the 
debtors.  The  principle  laid  down  in  Ex  parte  Burton 
was  confirmed  and  acted  upon  in  the  subsequent  case  of 
Ex  parte  Usborne(b).  In  examining  the  evidence  con- 
tained in  the  different  affidavits,  it  will  be  found  that 
only  one  witness  on  the  other  side  swears  that  notice  of 
the  assignment  of  the  debts  was  given  to  the  customers. 
He  states,  with  singular  precision,  that  the  heading  of 
the  bills  delivered  to  them  was  altered  from  the  firm  of 
"  Little  and  Chalmers'*  to  that  of  "  SmUh  and  Chair 
mers"  ;  and  yet  not  one  of  these  bills  thus  alleged  to  be 
altered  has  been  produced,  although  they  must  have 
been  circulated  through  a  district  containing  eight 
(a)  \Q.Uh  207.  (Jb)  1  0.  &  J.  358. 
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rounds,  which  included  150  parishes  and  3500  cus-  1841. 
tomers.  This  witness  is  positively  contradicted  by  three  £,  ^^^^ 
others  in  support  of  the  petition^  who  swear  that  no  no- 
tice was  given  to  any  of  the  customers  that  the  debts 
were  to  be  paid  to  the  new  firm  of  Smith  and  Chalmers. 
It  may  be  observed  in  conclusion,  that  the  same  assig- 
nees have  been  appointed  for  both  estates ;  and  therefore 
the  estate  of  Little  and  Chalmers  is  not  sufficiently  pro- 
tected ;  for  the  assignees  have  positively  refused  per- 
mission to  any  of  the  creditors  of  Little  and  Chalmers 
to  inspect  the  accounts  relating  to  the  dealings  of  that 
firm. 

Mr.  Keene,  and  Mr.  Bacon,  contri,  were  stopped  by 
the  Court. 

Sir  John  Cross. — This  petition  claims  an  Order  that 
a  large  sum  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  joint  debts  due 
to  the  firm  of  Little  and  Chalmers,  which  were  assigned 
by  them  to  the  new  firm  of  Smith  and  Chalmers,  may 
be  declared  to  belong  to  the  estate  of  the  former  firm. 
The  claim  is  made  on  two  grounds :  1st,  that  there  was 
no  actual  assignment  of  the  debts  to  the  new  firm ;  and 
2dly,  that  Little  retained  his  share  of  the  joint  debts  in 
his  own  order  and  disposition  at  the  time  of  his  bank- 
ruptcy. In  regard  to  the  first  ground  of  claim,  it  ap- 
pears that  in  the  formation  of  the  new  partnership  of 
Smith  and  Chalmers,  the  joint  debts  due  to  the  firm  of 
Little  and  Chalmers  were  sold  and  assigned  to  the  new 
firm  for  the  sum  of  2650/.,  and  that  this  sum  was  paid 
by  eight  bills  of  exchange  accepted  by  the  new  firm  in 
favour  of  Little.  It  is  objected,  that  these  bills  have 
not  been  paid ;  but  they  have  been  negotiated  by  Little 
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1841.        for  value  received  by  him^  and  may  be  proved  agunst 
^"^^^^        the  estate  of  Smith  and  Chalmers.     I  am  of  opinion, 

Kx  parte 

WooDOATE*  that  this  was  an  executed,  and  not  merely  an  executory, 
contract ;  the  bills  were  given  to  Little  for  the  assign- 
ment of  his  share  in  the  partnership  debts  and  effects, 
and  formed  no  part  of  the  assets  of  the  firm  of  Little 
and  Chalmers. 

As  to  the  second  ground  on  which  this  claim  is  made, 
namely,  that  the  debts  so  assigned  continued  in  the 
order  and  disposition  of  the  firm  of  Little  and  Chalmers, 
— it  appears  that  no  less  than  3500  debts  were  by  this 
contract  passed  from  the  old  to  the  new  firm ;  and  it  is 
contended,  that  unless  express  notice  was  given  of  such 
contract  to  all  these  debtors,  the  debts  must  be  taken  to 
be  in  the  reputed  ownership  of  the  old  firm.  But  the 
petitioner  has  not  laid  his  finger  upon  one  single  case, 
where  the  debtor  had  no  notice  of  the  change  in  the  firm 
of  the  bankrupts ;  nor,  indeed,  docs  it  appear  from  the 
evidence,  that  any  one  of  the  petty  shopkeepers  on  these 
different  rounds  knew  whether  he  was  dealing  with  the 
firm  of  Little  and  Chalmers,  or  with  that  of  Smith  and 
Chalmers.  The  probability  is,  that  the  debtor  never 
recognized  any  creditor  but  the  packman  who  went  his 
round ;  and  that  many  of  the  customers,  who  were  in 
the  humbler  classes  of  life,  might  not  be  able  to  read. 
There  is  no  doubt,  however,  but  that  some  of  these  per- 
sons, who  could  read,  had  notice  of  the  change  of  the 
partnership,  by  the  alteration  in  the  heading  of  the  bills 
of  parcels,  if  one  of  the  witnesses  for  the  respondents  is 
to  be  believed ;  for  he  expressly  says,  that  the  bill-heads 
were  altered  firom  the  firm  of  "  Little  and  Chalmers^  to 
that  of  "  Smith  and  Chalmers.'*  At  all  events,  I  think 
there  is  in  this  case  no  evidence  of  such  a  want  of  notice. 
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as  would  entitle  the  creditors  of  the  old  firm  to  claim        1841. 


this  sum  of  money,  in  preference  to  the  creditors  of      kx  parte 
Smith  and  Chalmers.  Woodoaie. 


Petition  dismissed,  each  party  to  be  allowed  his 
costs  out  of  the  respective  estates. 


Ex  parte  Joseph  Gratton. — In  the  matter  of 

Joseph  Gratton. Serjeants*  inn 

Hall, 
Dec.  Sif9. 

XHIS  was  a  petition  of  the  bankrupt  to  annul  the  fiat^  where  the  peti- 
impeaching  the  trading,  and  the  act  of  bankruptcy;  it  p^*^^ under 
also  prayed  for  an  assignment  of  the  bond.  c.^ioTs^e.'^^' 

The  bankrupt  was   engaged  as   chief  clerk  to  the  ^filJ^'oU^ort- 
Chesterfield  Canal  Navigation  Company,  which  office  fig^tofthe 

°  r      ^ »  twenty-ooe  days 

he  only  quitted  in  December  1840,  after  having  filled  it  l»njited  by  Uie 

•^    ^  '  o  statute  for  the 

for  thirty-seven  years.     He  was  described  as  a  brick-  pavmcnt  of  the 

debt,  kept  out  of 
maker  in  the  fiat,  which  was  issued  by  a  Mr.  Charge,  as  the  way,  to 

...  ,.  111..         '^<^^^  receiving 

the  petitioning  creditor,  and  who  was  also  the  solicitor  it;  aod  during 
of  the  company ;  the  fiat  was  dated  the  24th  September  debtor  made  a 

I      .  tender  of  the 

*^St.  ^hole  debt  to 

It  appeared,  that  on  the  26th  January  1828,  the  bank-  eleTo7tT,lii. 
rupt  executed  a  mortgage  to  Charge  of  certain  property  Jiho  refused^io*^' 
for  securing  the  payment  of  2000/.  and  interest ;  which  JJ^jy^^nygj 
sum,  the  bankrupt  alleged,  was  amply  secured  by  the  ^«««  ^*"^h™'h 
property   mortgaged;   and   the   interest   of  which  was  petitioning cre- 
regularly  paid,  with  the  exception  of  that  for  the  last  half  held  to  have 

concerted  the 

year,  which  became  due  on  the  29th  July  last.      On  act  of  bank- 

luptcy,  and 
that  he  could  not  support  a  fiat  against  his  debtor  for  non-payment  of  the  money  within  the 
twenty-one  days. 

When  a  public  company  proceed  under  the  act,  it  must  be  proved  that  some  person  was 
duly  aulhonzed  by  thcro  to  demand  the  payment  of  the  debt. 

Semble,  also,  that  where  the  proceedings  are  taken  under  that  sUtute  by  the  petitioning  cre- 
ditor, not  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  payment  of  his  own  debt,  but  to  compel  the  bank- 
lupt  to  satisfy  the  alleged  debt  of  a  third  person,  the  fiat  cannot  be  supported. 
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1841.  the  9th  August  last,  the  bankrupt  gave  notice  in  writing 
Ex  parte  *^  Charge  of  his  intention  to  pay  off  the  mortgage.  The 
Oritton.  Chesterfield  Canal  Company  claimed  a  large  debt  to  be 
owing  to  them  from  the  bankrupt,  amounting  to  3555Z. 
for  which  they  brought  an  action  against  him,  and  in 
which  action  Charge  acted  as  their  attorney.  The  peti- 
tioner alleged,  that  the  company  were  desirous  of  making 
him  a  bankrupt,  and  that  for  that  purpose  it  was  arranged 
between  them  and  Charge,  that  the  latter  should  proceed 
for  his  mortgage  debt  under  the  provisions  of  the  1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  110.  s.  8.  Charge  accordingly  on  the  21st 
August  filed  an  affidavit  of  his  debt  in  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy,  and  on  the  31st  August  served  a  copy  of 
the  affidavit,  with  a  written  demand  for  the  payment  of 
his  debt  upon  the  bankrupt ;  but  never  having  previously 
intimated  any  desire  to  the  bankrupt  for  the  payment 
of  such  mortgage  debt.  The  bankrupt,  however,  being 
anxious  to  provide  the  funds  for  the  payment  of  this 
debt  before  the  expiration  of  the  twenty-one  days  limited 
by  the  1  8c  2  Vict  c.  110.  s.  8.,  quitted  his  residence  and 
place  of  business  at  Chesterfield  early  in  the  morning  of 
the  8th  September,  and  did  not  return  until  the  22nd 
September,  being  the  day  after  that  on  which  the  twenty- 
one  days  allowed  by  the  above  act  for  compliance  with 
some  one  of  the  requisites  imposed  by  it  expired.  On 
the  8th  September,  Mr.  John  Gratton,  a  relation  of  the 
bankrupt,  and  on  his  behalf,  called  at  the  banking  house 
of  Messrs.  Crompton  and  Newton  in  Chesterfield,  and 
gave  notice  to  provide,  out  of  a  sum  of  money  in  their 
hands  placed  to  the  credit  of  John  Oldham,  the  sum  of 
2000Z.,  which  he  stated  was  required  in  payment  of  the 
debt  due  from  the  petitioner  to  Charge,  In  the  course  of 
that  day,  or  the  day  following,  one  of  the  clerks  of  Charge 
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was  informed  of  this  notice  so  given  to  the  bank.  The  1841. 
bankrupt  having  obtained  a  sufficient  sum  from  the  bank,  £,  ^^^ 
his  solicitor,  on  the  18th  September,  went  to  Chargers  G«atton. 
office,  accompanied  by  a  derk  of  the  bank,  having  with 
him  the  amount  of  the  principal  and  interest  in  the  notes 
of  the  bank,  in  order  to  pay  off  the  mortgage,  but  was  in- 
formed by  the  clerks  in  the  office  that  Charge  was  absent 
from  home ;  whereupon  the  bankrupt's  solicitor  stated  to 
two  of  the  clerks,  that  he  had  come  to  pay  off  the  bank- 
rupt's mortgage,  and  produced  the  bank  notes,  which  he 
tendered  in  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest ;  when 
it  was  observed  by  one  of  the  clerks,  that,  the  notes  not 
being  Bank  of  England  notes,  the  same  was  not  a  legal 
tender.  Upon  this  objection,  the  bankrupt's  solicitor 
expressed  his  intention  to  obtain  the  requisite  amount  in 
Bank  of  England  notes  and  cash,  and  to  return  and 
tender  the  same ;  and  he  accordingly  by  a  little  exertion 
was  enabled  to  procure  sufficient  Bank  of  England  notes 
and  gold  coin,  and  went  back  to  Charge's  office  to 
make  the  necessary  tender ;  but  the  two  clerks  had  then 
left  the  office.  Upon  this,  the  solicitor  sent  a  mes- 
senger to  require  their  attendance,  when  one  of  them 
returned  for  answer,  that  he  would  come  shortly ;  but^ 
after  waiting  an  hour  without  his  appearing,  the  solicitor 
sent  for  the  other  clerk,  who  sent  word  back  that  it 
was  no  use  his  coming,  as  the  deeds  were  locked  up  and 
he  could  not  get  at  them.  The  solicitor  then  informed 
a  third  clerk,  who  was  in  Charge's  office,  of  the  nature 
of  his  visit,  and  made  a  tender  to  him  of  the  money  in 
Bank  of  England  notes  and  gold;  but  he  declined 
receiving  them,  stating  that  he  had  no  authority  so  to  do. 
This  tender  was  not  made  conditional  upon  the  delivery 
of  the  mortgage  deed,  but  was  unshackled  with  any  con- 
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1841.  dition  of  that  nature.  The  petitioner  alleged,  that,  after 
Charge  had  served  a  demand  upon  him  for  the  payment 
Oritton.  of  the  mortgage  debt,  he  never  notified  his  intention  to 
absent  himself,  or  gave  the  petitioner  any  information 
vehere  he  was  to  be  found,  to  enable  the  petitioner  to  go 
or  send  to  him  for  the  purpose  of  paying  off  the  mort- 
gage debt;  so  that  it  was  impracticable,  as  the  petitioner 
alleged,  to  have  paid  the  debt  to  Charge  within  the 
twenty-one  days  limited  by  the  act  of  parliament.  On 
the  2Snd  September  Cliarge  returned  to  Chesterfieldj 
when  he  said  that  the  tender  made  to  his  clerks  in  his 
absence  was  bad,  and  accordingly  on  the  same  day  struck 
a  docket  against  the  bankrupt,  having  previously  (on  the 
Si  St  September)  sworn  the  necessary  aflSdavit  at  Thirsk 
in  Yorkshire,  which  was  before  the  expiration  of  the 
twenty-one  days,  and  consequently  before  any  complete 
act  of  bankruptcy  could  have  been  committed  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  parliament. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  petitioner  submitted 
that  the  tender  made  of  the  debt  to  Chargers  clerks  was 
a  good  tender, — or,  if  not  valid  at  law,  still  that  it  was  a 
sufficient  tender  to  bring  the  petitioner  within  the  pro- 
tection of  the  act  of  parliament;  inasmuch,  as  it  was 
through  Charge's  own  default  that  he  did  not  receive 
full  payment  of  the  debt  within  the  twenty-one  days. 

The  petition  further  alleged,  that  the  fiat  was  sued 
out  by  Charge  for  a  wrongful  and  improper  purpose; 
which  was  not  to  obtain  the  payment  of  his  mortgage  debt, 
but  to  serve  the  purposes  of  the  Chesterfield  Canal  Com- 
pany, and  deprive  the  bankrupt  of  the  means  of  effectually 
defending  the  action  that  had  been  brought  against  him 
by  the  company ;  and  that,  to  accomplish  the  object  in 
view,  CAar^re  endeavoured,  by  his  demand  of  the  debt,  and 
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subsequent  absence  from  home^ — without  leaving  any        1841. 
directions  where  he  was  to  be  found,  or  giving  any       Exuartt 
authority  to  his  clerks  to  receive  the  money  in  his  ab-      Grattom. 
sence, — to  force  the  petitioner  to  commit  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy.    That  the  petitioner  was  not  engaged  in  any 
trade  or  business,  but  was  a  private  gentleman  advanced 
in  years,  and  infirm  in  health ;  and  that  the  messenger 
had  taken  possession  of  his  dwelling  house  and  effects, 
to  his  great  inconvenince  and  discomfort. 

In  answer  to  the  statements  in  the  petition,  Charge 
made  an  affidavit,  in  which  he  deposed,  that,  afler  making 
the  demand  of  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt,  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  he  was  at  his  office  for  a 
week  following,  and  was  perfectly  accessible  to  the  bank- 
rupt ;  that  he  left  home  for  Redcar  in  Yorkshire  at  the 
usual  time  he  did  every  year^  and  which  was  well  known 
in  the  neighbourhood ;  that  it  was  also  well  known  that 
the  bankrupt  was  greatly  involved  in  debt,  and  was  a 
defaulter  to  a  large  amount  to  the  Canal  Company ;  that 
the  bankrupt  gave  him  no  notice  that  he  intended  to  pay 
the  money ;  and  that,  from  the  difficulties  under  which 
he  laboured,  Charge  did  not  suppose  it  possible  that  he 
would  be  able  to  pay  it  within  the  twenty-one  days. 

It  appeared,  that  the  Chesterfield  Canal  Company 
had  also  taken  proceedings  against  the  petitioner  under 
the  1  &  S  Vict.  c.  110.  s.  8.,  in  order  to  make  him  a 
bankrupt ;  and  that  the  adjudication  proceeded  as  well 
on  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  for  not  paying  the  debt  of  the 
company,  as  for  the  like  default  in  not  paying  the  debt 
of  Charge. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Fitzherbert^  in  support  of 
the  petition.    There  has  been  a  sufficient  tender  of  the 
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1841.  debt  in  this  case,  to  satisfy  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
Ex  parte  parliament,  and  to  prevent  the  non-payment  of  it  being 
GftATTON.  considered  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  By  the  8th  section 
of  the  statute  (a)  in  question  it  is  provided,  that  if  the 
trader  shall  not  within  21  days,  after  personal  service  of 
the  affidavit  of  the  creditor  and  the  notice  requiring  im- 
mediate payment,  pay  the  debt,  or  secure  or  compound 
for  the  same  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  creditor,  or  enter 
into  the  bond  therein  specified,  every  such  trader  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  on 
the  SSnd  day  after  service  of  the  affidavit  and  notice. 
Now,  in  this  case,  the  creditor,  for  the  space  of  two 
weeks  out  of  three  which  are  limited  by  the  act  of  par- 
liament for  the  payment  of  the  debt,  absents  himself 
from  the  very  place  where  he  ought  to  be  met  with  to 
receive  the  debt ;  and  then  takes  advantage  of  his  own 
absence  to  make  the  petitioner  a  bankrupt.  The  peti- 
tioner here  did  all  that  was  in  his  power,  and  all  that 
could  be  reasonably  expected  of  him  to  comply  with  the 
requisitions  of  the  act  of  parliament.  On  the  18th  Sep- 
tember, which  was  three  days  previous  to  the  expiration 
of  the  twenty-one  days,  his  solicitor  on  his  behalf  goes 
to  the  office  of  the  creditor,  where  he  ought  either 
personally  to  have  attended  to  receive  the  money,  or  to 
have  authorized  some  person  for  that  purpose  in  his 
absence,  and  tenders  to  Charge's  managing  clerk  the  flill 
amount  of  the  debt  due  in  Bank  of  England  notes  and 
cash.  Suppose  a  creditor,  after  making  the  affidavit  and 
serving  the  notice  for  payment  of  the  debt,  was  to  sail 
the  following  day  for  India,  without  leaving  authority 
with  any  person  to  receive  the  money  for  him  in  his 
absence^-Ksan  it  be  contended,  that  in  such  a  case  the 


(a)  l&2ru;(.c.  110.8.  8. 
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non-payment  of  the  debt  within  the  twenty«one  days        1841. 
would  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  within  the  meaning  of      £,  p^^^ 
the  statute?     If  the  creditor  thus  absents  himself,  and     Geattow. 
does  not  authorize  any  one  to  receive  the  money  for 
him,  that  is  equivalent  to  a  refusal  to  receive  it.     He 
makes  himself  a  party  to  the  alleged  default  of  his 
debtor ;  and  if  he  is  a  consenting  party  to  such  default, 
he  cannot  take  advantage  of  it  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy  ; 
Ex  parte  Brown  (a). 

It  may  be  contended  on  the  other  side,  that  the 
petitioning  creditor  may  rely  upon  another  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy; and  that,  inasmuch  as  the  Chesterfield  Canal 
Company  have  also  proceeded  under  the  act  of  parlia- 
ment, and  the  bankrupt  has  not  paid  or  secured  their 
debt  within  the  twenty-one  days,  the  petitioning  creditor 
in  this  case  can  avail  himself  of  that  default  as  an  act  of 
bankruptcy.  But  this,  we  submit,  he  cannot  do.  The 
act  of  parliament  was  intended  for  the  creditor's  own 
remedy,  and  his  own  remedy  only,  and  was  not  meant  to 
serve  any  collateral  purpose.  [Sir  John  Cross.  The 
act  of  parliament  declares  it  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  if 
''  such  debt"  is  not  paid  or  secured  within  a  certain  time. 
The  question  is,  therefore,  whether  this  does  not  mean 
the  debt  specified  in  the  aflSdavit  of  the  particular  cre- 
ditor who  is  proceeding  under  the  statute,  and  not  the 
debt  of  any  other  creditor  who  may  also  have  proceeded 
under  the  statute.]  It  was  certainly  not  intended  by 
the  statute,  that  a  creditor  was  to  avail  himself  of 
its  provisions,  not  to  recover  his  own  debt,  but  for  the 
benefit  of  other  persons.  In  the  present  case,  the  credi- 
tor had  ample  security  for  his  debt ;  he  had  the  security 
of  a  good  and  sufficient  mortgage  for  the  full  amount  of 
it,  ever  since  the  year  1828,  and  was  perfectly  content 

(a)  Mont.  &  a  177. 
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1841.        with  bis  security.     It  was  so  ample,  indeed,  that  the 


Es  pule 


bankrupt  was  able,  within  a  few  days,  to  raise  money  on 
Gkatton.  the  property  sufficient  to  make  a  tender  of  the  whole 
mortgage  debt.  It  would  be  committing  an  abuse  of  Uie 
process  of  the  Court,  to  permit  the  present  petitioning 
creditor  to  work  this  fiat  for  the  mere  purposes  of  the 
Chesterfield  Canal  Company.  In  Ex  parte  Hall  (a), 
where  a  fiat  was  sued  out  under  this  very  act  of  parlia- 
ment, not  for  the  legitimate  purposes  of  a  fiat  in  bank«- 
ruptcy,  but  to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  disputed  partner- 
ship debt  by  an  ex  parte  proceeding,  this  Court  felt  itself 
bound  to  annul  the  fiat.  This,  and  other  cases  that 
might  be  cited,  show  that  the  Court  will  always  control 
the  process  in  bankruptcy,  when  it  is  used  for  purposes 
inconsistent  with  the  intention  of  the  act  of  parliament. 

The  counsel  for  the  petition  then  proceeded  to  show 
that  the  petitioner  was  not  a  trader. 

Sir  John  Cross. — As  the  fact  of  the  trading  depends 
upon  so  many  affidavits,  it  may  be  unnecessary  to  go  into 
that  question,  unless  the  counsel  for  the  petitioning  cre- 
ditor can  establish  an  act  of  bankruptcy  under  the  act 
of  parliament ;  the  onus  of  doing  which  lies  oii  them.  I 
think,  therefore,  the  other  side  should  be  now  called 
upon  to  prove  the  act  of  bankruptcy. 

Mr.  Bacon,  and  Mr.  Goodeve,  for  the  petitioning 
creditor.  The  tender  made  of  the  payment  of  the  debt 
to  Mr.  Chargers  clerk  was  made  at  a  time,  when  the 
bankrupt  and  his  solicitor  well  knew  that  Charge  would 
not  be  at  home  to  receive  it.  The  notice  requiring  pay- 
ment of  the  debt  was  served  on  the  31st  August.  The 
bankrupt  swears  that  on  the  8th  September  he  was 
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making  arrangements  for  the  payment  of  the  money;        ]84i. 

and  yet  he  does  not  attempt  to  make  any  tender  of  it       ^^'^ 
^  r  /  Ex  parte 

before  the  18th  September.    When  Charge  left  home  at      Gbatton. 

the  usual  period  which  he  was  accustomed  to  do,  which 
was  not  till  more  than  a  week  had  expired  after  the 
service  of  the  notice  under  the  act  of  parliament,  he  had 
no  reason  whatever  to  suppose  that  it  was  the  bankrupt's 
intention  to  pay  the  money.  His  absence  from  home, 
which  prevented  the  payment,  must  be  taken  to  have 
been  merely  accidental ;  but  even  his  absence  need  not 
have  prevented  the  payment  of  the  money  by  the  bank- 
rupt, or  his  complying  with  the  other  condition  of  the  act 
of  parliament.  After  the  bankrupt  had  delayed  so  long 
to  make  the  tender,  when  he  found  that  no  one  was 
authorized  to  receive  the  money  in  the  absence  of  Mr. 
Charge,  he  ought  to  have  resorted  to  the  other  mode 
pointed  out  by  the  act  of  parliament,  and  have  given 
security  fbr  it,  if  he  did  not  choose  to  follow  Charge  to 
Redcar  and  make  a  personal  tender  of  the  money.  [Sir 
John  Cross.  The  money  was  tendered  on  the  18th  day 
to  Charge's  managing  clerk.  Could  not  the  clerk  write 
to  him,  to  know  whether  he  would  authorize  him  to 
receive  the  money  ?  I  do  not  find,  that  Charge  any  where 
swears  that  he  did  not  know  that  the  bankrupt  had  ten- 
dered the  money  in  his  absence.]  The  bankrupt  never 
gave  Charge  notice  that  he  intended  to  pay  the  money ; 
nor  did  Charge  suppose  it  was  possible,  from  the  pecu- 
niary difficulties  under  which  he  laboured,  that  he  could 
pay  it.  The  petitioning  creditor,  after  serving  the  affi- 
davit and  notice  under  the  act  of  parliament,  is  to  remain 
perfectly  passive ;  and  it  is  for  the  debtor  to  take  the 
proper  steps  to  comply  with  the  other  requisitions  of  the 
act.     [Sir  John  Cross.    I  think  it  lies  upon  you  to  show, 
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IMI.        tinl  die  moatj  wan  not  paid  by  reason  of  the  d^uxb  of 
the  I— iknipC :  yoa  Boat  proTe  some  de&oU  oa  his  put.] 
Oar  case  k,  dial  Charges  moTemencs  woe  watciied  by 
the  faanknipt,  and  that  be  porposeiy  delayed  the  tender 
of  the  HOoey,  till  be  imev  tbat  Charge  was  ioroai  bone. 
Bst  the  Chesterfield  Canal  Company  abo  proceeded 
■■der  the  act  of  paTJiament  to  make  the  petitioner  a 
hasdonipC;  and  the  adjudication  was  foonded  as  well 
en  that  prooeediDg,  as  on  the  procee£ng  of  the  peti- 
arecEtor.     In  order  to  prore  the  serfice  of  the 
;  of  debly  and  the  notice  reqcdrii^  immpdiatff  pay- 
meal  of  it,  we  haTe  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  EIOol^  who 
deaeribes  biarndf  as  the  agent  of  the  company,  and  doly 
aiitlnfTisfd  in  that  ^Wi^lf 

Mr.  Amderdom  ofayected  to  this  affidavit  beii^  admitted, 
as  evidence  that  EBioU  was  aathoriaed  Igf  the  com- 
pany to  proceed  under  the  act  of  parliament,  for  the 
pmrpose  of  making  Graitam  a  bankrupt.  Even  where 
the  officer  of  a  public  company  is  authorized  to  bring 
adioos  and  suits  for  the  company  in  his  own  name,  that 
does  not  anthorize  him  to  sue  out  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy 
fix*  the  company;  Gntkrie^.  Fuk{a). 

Mr.  Baeam^  9od  Mr.  Goodece.  If  a  creditor  is  abroad, 
or  unable  to  make  his  personal  deposition  under  a  fiat 
in  bankruptcy,  any  other  person  duly  authorised  can 
make  it  for  him.  So,  before  this  act  of  parliament,  the 
dmk  of  a  trader  could  make  an  affidavit  to  ground  an 
arrest  for  debt.  As  such  an  affidavit,  therefore,  would 
be  ■ffflMTf^*^  to  hold  a  defendant  to  bail  in  an  action,  it 

A  atifficJent  affidavit  within  this  act  of  parliament.  The 

(«)3B.&C.178 
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words  "  in  this  behalf,"  which  are  contained  in  Elliott's       1841. 
affidavit,  are  not  confined  to  the  making  of  the  particular        "^^^^ 
amdavit,  but  must  be  taken  to  apply  to  the  whole  pro-      Gratton. 
ceedings  under  the  statute  in  question.    Now,  the  soli- 
citor to  the  company  swears  that  he  was  instructed  by 
them  to  take  proceedings  under  the  act,  for  the  purpose 
of  making  Gratton  a  bankrupt;  and  the  two  affidavits 
taken  together  must  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  fact 
of  agency.     The  notice  to  pay  the  money  also  states, 
that  the  party  giving  the  notice  was  authorized  in  that 
behalf. 

Sir  John  Cross. — The  words  of  the  act  of  parliament 
are  *'  if  any  creditor  shall  file  an  affidavit,  and  shall 
cause  him  (the  trader)  to  be  served  personally  with  a  copy 
of  such  affidavit,  and  with  a  notice  in  writing  requiring 
immediate  payment  of  such  debt."  Now,  it  is  not  stated 
in  any  affidavit,  that  Elliott  was  authorized  to  demand 
the  payment  of  the  debt.  It  is  true,  that  in  Chargers 
affidavit  it  is  stated,  that  the  company  caused  an  affidavit 
to  be  filed,  and  other  proceedings  to  be  taken  under  the 
act,  for  the  purpose  of  making  Gratton  a  bankrupt ;  but 
I  think  that  this  does  not  identify  the  agency  of  Elliott, 
so  far  as  to  prove  that  he  was  authorized  to  demand  the 
payment  of  the  money. 

Mr.  Cockerell,  and  Mr.  J.  Russell,  for  the  assignees, 
contended,  that  the  bankrupt  purposely  delayed  to  make 
the  tender  of  the  payment  of  the  debt,  until  Charge  had 
leil  home ;  and  that  it  was  no  where  sworn  by  him,  that  he 
did  not  know  of  Charge's  absence  when  the  money  was 
tendered,  nor  that  it  was  his  practice  to  leave  home  at 
that  period  of  the  year. 
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1841.  Sir  John  Cross. — This  petition  prays  that  the  fiat 

y^"^       may  be  annulled,  upon  the  ground  (amongst  others)  that 

Ex  parte 

GmATTON.  the  bankrupt  has  not  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy ; 
and  it  is  narrowed  to  this  question,  namely,  whether  the 
act  of  bankruptcy  alleged  to  have  been  committed  is 
within  the  meaning  of  the  8th  section  of  the  1  &  2  Vict. 
c.  110.  S.8.;  that  is,  whether  the  bankrupt,  within 
twenty-one  days  after  personal  service  of  the  affidavit  of 
the  petitioning  creditor,  and  the  notice  requiring  imme- 
diate payment  of  his  debt,  did  actually  pay  the  debt,  or 
secure  or  compound  for  the  same  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  creditor.  If  the  bankrupt  has  made  default  in  either 
of  these  requisitions,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of 
parliament,  the  bankruptcy  will  not  be  disturbed ;  unless 
the  object  of  the  petitioning  creditor  was  not  to  recover 
his  own  debt,  but  to  seize  the  effects  of  the  bankrupt,  in 
a  more  speedy  way  than  by  a  pending  ^cMtB$  to  satisfy 
the  claim  of  third  parties.  The  circumstan^  are  these : 
Charge^  the  solicitor  to  the  Chesterfield  Canal  Com- 
pany, held  a  mortgage  of  some  property  from  the  bank- 
rupt, for  no  less  a  period  than  thirteen  years,  during 
which  the  interest  was  regularly  paid  by  the  bankrupt. 
It  so  happened,  however,  that  the  last  half  year's  in- 
terest was  not  paid  when  it  fell  due ;  and  on  its  being 
demanded,  notice  was  given  by  the  bankrupt  of  his  in- 
tention to  pay  off  the  mortgage  within  six  months,  or 
sooner,  if  required.  The  parties  were  near  neighbours 
to  each  other ;  and  the  only  notice,  which  Charge  took 
of  this  intimation  of  the  bankrupt  to  pay  off  the  mort* 
gage  debt,  was,  to  make  a  demand  of  immediate  payment 
of  the  debt,  and  file  an  affidavit  under  the  provisions  of 
the  1  &  S  Vict.  c.  110.,  for  the  purpose  of  making 
Grattan  a  bankrupt.     It  appears,  that  for  the  first  week 
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after  this  proceeding  Gratton  was  unable  to  raise  the  1841. 
money ;  and  at  the  expiration  of  that  week  Charge  left  ^^  parte 
home,  after  locking  up  the  mortgage  deed.  Charge  says 
that  he  did  not  go  out  of  the  way,  to  avoid  a  personal 
tender  of  the  debt ;  but  it  happened,  somehow  or  other, 
that  he  did  keep  out  of  the  way  for  a  whole  fortnight  of 
the  three  weeks  which  are  limited  by  the  statute  for  the 
payment  of  the  debt.  During  his  absence,  a  relation  of 
GrattoTis  went  to  his  bankers  at  Chesterfield,  who  were 
also  Charge's  bankers,  and  gave  them  notice  to  provide 
a  sufficient  sum  out  of  certain  funds  in  their  hands  for 
the  payment  of  the  mortgage.  It  would  seem,  therefore, 
that  the  debtor  was  anxious  to  pay  his  debt,  and  the 
creditor  equally  anxious  to  avoid  receiving  it.  On  the 
18th  September  a  tender  of  the  principal  and  interest 
due  on  the  mortgage  was  made  to  Charge's  managing 
clerk,  which  |l|b  refused  as  insufficient,  on  the  ground 
of  the  tenderizing  made  in  country  bank  notes.  Upon 
this  objection  being  made.  Bank  of  England  notes  were 
obtained,  and  a  second  tender  made  the  same  day  to  the 
managing  clerk  at  Charge's  office.  The  money  was 
counted  on  the  table,  in  the  presence  of  the  clerk,  but 
again  refused.  Under  these  circumstances  the  fiat  issued. 
Now,  it  has  been  said,  why  did  not  Gratton  follow 
Charge  in  his  round  of  excursion,  or  write  a  letter  to 
him  to  say  that  he  was  ready  to  pay  the  money.  I  think 
he  did  a  great  deal  better.  He  counted  the  whole 
money  out  to  the  clerk,  who  was  left  to  manage  Charge's 
business  in  his  absence.  Did  not  Charge  know  of  this 
tender?  I  have  anxiously  looked  at  his  affidavit,  to  see 
whether  all  knowledge  of  it  is  disputed  by  him.  He 
says,  that  he  did  not  receive  any  intimation  from  his 

VOL.  II.  F  F 
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IMl-        haaken  tiiat  it  was  ioleoded  to  |hij  the  money,  and  that 

^iBn^g  h>€  abaeoop  at  Redcar,  be  bad  ool  j  the  ofdinary 

€mMTst9i.     niMBiiMifilinm  witfa  bis  own  ckrks.     I  bave  no  doubt, 

tbe  lai^aage  of  bis  affidavit,  tbat  be  did  reoave 

trom  bis  clerk,  tbat  tbe  lender  bad  been 

i ;  and  that  bis  obfoct  was  to  pvefent  GtmUom  finom 

pqwg  tbe  oKMiey,  until  after  tbe  expiratioD  of  tbe 

twcBty-one  dajs  limited  in  tbe  statnte.     It  was  clearly 

tbe  ol^ect  of  Charge  to  delay  tbe  payment  of  tbe  ddK 

beyond  tbe  peiiod  of  twenty*one  days, — wbile  it  is  equally 

dear,  tbat  tbe  debtor  bad  botb  inrlmatinn  and  ability  to 

pi^  witbin  tbat  time.    Tbe  nonpayment  of  tbe  money, 

thinfaiip  wbicb  consdtnted  the  act  of  faankmptcy,  was 

dm  act  of  the  creditor,  and  not  of  tbe  debtor;  and  yet 

tbe  creditor  bas  sworn  diat  tbe  bankrupt  amde  defimit 

m  tbe  payment  of  the  money  within  the  twenty-one  days 

nAer  tbe  demand  of  payment     Tbe  pe^ppnii«  creditor 

was  here  die  consenting  and  concerting  party  to  tbe  act 

of  bankiwptcy,  and  dierefcre  cannot  avail  bimself  of  it 

It  is,  perhaps,  unnecessary  to  add,  tbat  I  am  also  of 

opinion,  tbat  tbe  fiat  was  sued  out  by  tbe  petitioning 

creditor,  not  for  tbe  purpose  of  obtaining  pajiaatnt  of  bb 

debt,  but  fer  another  and  wholly  illegitinmte  pur- 


Fiat  anmdled,  with  ( 
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1841. 

Ex  parte  Whitbread  and  others.— In  the  matter  of 

T  T^  Serjeantt*  Inn 

Joseph  Dix. Halt, 

December  10. 

1  HIS  was  the  petition  of  equitable  mortgagees  for  the  The  bankrupt. 

being  the  lessee 

usual  Order,  and  for  leave  to  bid  at  the  sale.  aoderaleasefor 

By  indenture  of  lease  dated  30th  April  18^  between  subject  to  a 
John  Cocker  of  the  one  part,  and  Susannah  French  of  twenty  yean, 
the  other  part,  certain  premises  were  demised  to  Susannah  w^ay^ofequitable 
French  for  twenty-one  years  from  the  25th  March  18g8,  XSip"! 
at  the  yearly  rent  of  60/. ;  and,  by  indenture  of  assign-  ^^'i^dVA^fOie 
ment  dated  the  2nd  December  1889,  these  premises  be-  {jy°fiSt"Ja*!i*'^ 
came  vested  in  the  bankrupt  for  the  remainder  of  the  fnddepoMUthat 

'■  lease  also  with 

term.  the  same  party, 

for  securioff  a 

By  another  indenture  of  lease  dated  Uie  24<h  October  further  sum. 
1889  between  Alfred  Richard   Cocker  and    Francis  first  lease  was 
Goodrich  of  ^  first  part,  John  Cocker  of  the  second  circumstances 
part,  and  the  bankrupt  of  the  third  part,  the  same  pre-  ^ood,  and  that 
mises  as  were  comprised  in  the  first  lease,  together  with  JJ'ere  wS^equi- 
certaio  other  premises  therein  described,  were  demised  ^'^^Jf^JJ^elfboth 
to  the  bankrupt,  to  hold  from  the  29th  September  then  aeposiu. 
last  for  the  term  of  forty-six  years  wanting  ten  days, 
subject  to  the  first  mentioned  lease. 

At  the  time  this  last  mentioned  lease  was  granted,  the 
petitioners  lent  to  the  bankrupt  the  sum  of  1683/.;  where- 
upon the  bankrupt  deposited  that  lease  with  the  peti- 
tioners to  secure  the  payment  of  that  sum  with  interest 
at  5/.  per  cent.,  and  all  such  further  sums  as  might  be- 
come due  from  him  to  the  petitioners  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  money  lent  or  paid,  or  on  any  other  account, 
such  sums  not  exceeding  (including  the  sum  of  1683/.) 
the  sum  of  2000/. 

ff2 
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1841.  On  the  31st  October   1839,  the  bankrupt  stood  in- 

^^  debted  to  the  petitioners  in  the  sum  of  500Z.  for  money 

Wmitbbead  lent  and  advanced  to  him  on  the  25th  March  in  the 


and  oUiers. 


same  year. 

When  the  bankrupt  completed  the  purchase  of  the  first 
mentioned  tease  of  the  SOth  April  1825,  the  petitioners 
advanced  him  the  sum  of  1469/.  19«.  bd. ;  to  secure  the 
repayment  of  which,  he  deposited  with  them  such  first 
mentioned  lease  and  the  several  assignments  thereof. 
Shortly  afier  this  advance,  an  account  was  stated  between 
the  bankrupt  and  the  petitioners,  whereupon  the  bank- 
rupt gave  the  petitioners  a  promissory  note  for 
3652/.  19«.  5 J.,  being  the  amount  of  the  three  several 
sums  of  1683/.,  500/.,  and  1469/.  195.  5</.,  payable  on 
demand^  with  interest. 

The  fiat  issued  on  the  19th  July  last,  when  there  was 
due  for  principal  and  interest  on  the  pron||ssory  note  the 
8umof3939/.  85.  9c/. 

Mr.  Romill]/,  in  support  of  the  petition.  The  objection 
on  the  other  side  is,  that  the  first  lease  was  merged  in  the 
second,  and  therefore  that  the  deposit  of  the  first  lease 
with  the  petitioners  is  an  invalid  security.  Tlie  second 
lease,  however,  was  granted,  subject  to  the  preceding 
lease,  which  had  then  ten  years  to  run ;  and  when  the  bank- 
rupt made  the  deposit  of  the  second  lease,  he  was  not  in 
possession  of  the  property  under  the  first  lease ;  for  the 
second  lease  was  dated  and  deposited  by  the  bankrupt 
on  the  24th  October  1839,  but  the  bankrupt  did  not  pur- 
chase the  remainder  of  the  term  granted  by  the  first  lease 
until  the  2nd  December  1839.  To  enable  him  to  com- 
plete this  purchase,  the  petitioners  lent  him  1469/. ;  and  to 
secure  the  repayment  of  this  sum,  the  bankrupt  deposited 
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with  them  the  first  lease  and  all  the  mesne  assignments        1841. 

thereof.     It  is  submitted,  that  it  is  not  because  the  bank-      ETparte 

rupt  purchased  in  December  the  remainder  of  the  term     ^»j'^^^^*^ 
*     *  and  otheri. 

granted  by  the  first  lease,  that  the  first  lease  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  merged  in  the  second ;  but,  whether  it  was 
merged,  or  not,  the  bankrupt  was  still  entitled  to  the 
larger  term  granted  by  the  second  lease.  In  Ex  parte 
Tuffnell  (a),  where  a  bankrupt,  having  a  mortgage  term, 
deposited  the  mortgage  deed  with  a  party  by  way  of 
equitable  mortgage,  and  afterwards  purchased  the  equity 
of  redemption ;  it  was  held,  that  the  whole  of  the  bank- 
rupt's interest  in  the  property  ought  to  be  sold,  and  the 
assignees  to  join  in  the  conveyance  to  the  purchaser.  It 
was  never  there  suggested,  that  the  mortgage  term  was 
merged,  because  the  bankrupt  afterwards  purchased  the 
equity  of  redemption. 

Mr,  Anderdan,  contra.  The  very  instant  when  the 
bankrupt  took  the  conveyance  of  the  former  lease,  that 
lease  was  merged  in  the  second.  We  do  not  dispute, 
that  the  petitioners  are  entitled  to  the  sum  of  2000/.  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  second  lease,  by  virtue 
of  the  first  deposit.  But  the  second  deposit  of  the  ori- 
ginal lease  gave  no  interest  whatever  to  the  petitioners ; 
as,  when  that  deposit  was  made,  the  term  granted  by  the 
original  lease  had  become  merged  in  the  second.  As  the 
second  deposit  therefore  conveyed  |o  interest,  it  could 
not  operate  by  way  of  charge.  The  first  deposit  is  made 
a  better  security  by  the  merger ;  but  the  second  deposit 
is  worthless.  In  Stokes  v.  Russell  (i),  where  the  tenant 
of  a  term  conveyed  the  terra  by  way  of  mortgage,  and 

(a)  1  Mont.  &  A.  620;  4  Deac.  &  C.  29. 
(6)  3  T.  R.  678. 
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1841.        then  joined  with  the  mortgagee  in  a  lease  for  a  shorter 

^^^       term,  in  which  the  covenants  for  the  rent  and  repairs 

£z  parte  '  '^ 

WetTBiEAD    were  only  with  the  mortgagor  and  his  assigns,  and  the 

•ad  otheiti. 

reversioner  afterwards  acquired  the  estates  of  the  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee ;  it  was  held,  that  the  reversioner 
could  not  bring  an  action  against  the  lessee  for  breach  of 
covenant,  as  the  term  of  the  mortgagor  was  merged  in 
the  freehold.  The  second  deposit  was  made  without 
any  written  memorandum,  and  is  a  gross  evasion  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  which  was  intended  to  prevent  any 
interest  in  lands  being  conveyed,  except  by  some  instru- 
ment in  writing. 

Mr.  Romilltfy  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Sir  John  Cross. — I  am  not  able  to  feel  any  doubt 
whatever  in  this  case.  It  appears,  that  the  bankrupt  in 
October  1839  deposited  the  second  lease  with  the  peti- 
tioners for  securing  the  sum  of  ^000/.,  which  second 
lease  was  granted  subject  to  the  first  lease.  After  this 
transaction,  the  bankrupt  in  December  following  pur- 
chased the  remainder  of  the  term  granted  by  the  first 
lease ;  and  it  is  said,  that  by  so  doing  the  first  lease  be- 
came merged  in  the  second  lease.  But  merger  and  ex- 
tinguishment are  now  considered  as  matter  of  intention. 
Could  not  the  bankrupt  do  this— Could  he  not  go  to 
the  mortgagees  and  say  to  them :  "  You  are  now  the 
holders  of  a  lease  subject  to  the  term  granted  by  a  former 
lease,  which  will  not  expire  for  ten  years  yet  to  come ;  I 
have  now  purchased  the  remainder  of  this  outstanding 
term,  and  have  therefore  enlarged  my  interest  in  the  de- 
mised premises;  your  security  is  now  subject  to  the 
original  lease,  but  if  you  will  lend  me  a  further  sum  of 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY,  419 

money^  I  will  now  deposit  with  you  the  original  lease?"  1841. 
Is  there  any  legal  objection  to  a  transaction  of  this  na-  ^^^^"^ 
ture?  And  had  not  the  bankrupt  a  right,  if  he  chose,  to  Wbitmud 
keep  on  foot  the  term  first  granted,  and  to  treat  the  ori- 
ginal lease  as  a  still  existing  lease  ?  Something  has  been 
said  about  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  in  re- 
gard to  these  deposits ;  but  I  think  it  is  a  matter  of  great 
commercial  convenience  that  they  should  be  allowed; 
and  it  is  now  too  late  to  dispute  their  legality,  after  they 
have  been  so  long  recognized  by  Courts  of  equity.  In  the 
present  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  petitioners  were 
equitable  mortgagees  of  the  demised  premises  by  virtue 
of  both  deposits,  and  that  their  lien  on  the  property  ex- 
tends not  only  to  the  sum  of  2000/.  under  the  first  de- 
posit, but  also  to  the  sum  of  1469/.  intended  to  be 
secured  by  the  second  deposit.  If  I  felt  any  doubt  on 
this  subject,  as  the  question  is  one  appertaining  to  the 
law  of  real  property,  I  should  pause  before  pronouncing 
my  judgment ;  but  the  case  really  appears  to  me  quite 
free  from  doubt. 

Mr.  Anderdon  then  applied  for  costs,  as  there  was  no 
written  memorandum  accompanying  the  last  deposit. 

Sir  John  Cross. — The  petitioners  must  pay  costs,  as 
there  was  no  memorandum  in  writing. 

Usual  Order  as  on  a  parol  deposit. 
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1841. 

^  .      . ,  Ex  parte  Cooper. — In  the  matter  of  John  Jones 

Serjiantt  Inn  *^ 

ffoit'  and  another. 

DiCimber  10. 

tufollin'  cre-^'  This  was  the  petition  of  a  solicitor  for  the  payment  of 
goK '-'t"**'  ***•      his  costs  of  working  the  fiat  up  to  the  choice  of  assig- 

petition  for  the     nees. 
payroent  of  the 
coats  ap  to  the 
choice  of  assig- 
nees, without  Mr.  YoungCy  in  support  of  the  petition,  relied  on  HIx 

proviD^  that  the  parte  Benson  (a),  where  two  of  the  judges  of  this  Court 
made  an  Order  held  (Sir  «/.  Cross  dissentienie\  that  the  solicitor  to  the 
oTthem^^"*"*  petitioning  creditor  may  petition  that  the  assignees  may 
the  solicitor  '  P*y  ^^"^  ^^^  amount  of  the  petitioning  creditor's  costs. 
foMhe  I'^roent  ^^^^  "^^  ^^^^^'  ^^^  ^^**"*®  ^^^  directs,  that  the  Commis- 
of  these  coste,     gioners  shall,  under  their  hands,  make  an  Order  for  the 

without  the  pri- 
vity of  the  oeti-  payment  of  these  costs.     Now  I  must  see  that  Order, 
tioDiog  creditor. 

before  I  can  dispose  of  this  petition.]  There  is  an  alle- 
gation in  the  petition,  that  the  costs  were  taxed  by  the 
Commissioners  at  46/. 


Mr.  Ande7'don,  contra.  In  Ex  parte  Haynes{c\  Sir 
J.  Leach  refused  to  make  any  Order  on  a  petition  by 
the  solicitor  for  the  payment  of  the  costs  up  to  the 
choice  of  assignees,  saying,  that  the  demand  of  the  soli- 
citor is  properly  upon  the  petitioning  creditor,  and  not 
upon  the  assignees.  There  is  no  allegation  in  the  peti- 
tion, that  the  solicitor  in  this  case  has  not  been  paid  by 
the  petitioning  creditor,  or  that  he  was  authorized  by 
the  petitioning  creditor  to  make  this  application.  A 
necessary  ingredient,  to  found  any  application  for  the 
payment  of  these  costs,  is  the  Order  of  the  Commis- 

(a)  2  Mont.  &  A.  682.  (c)  1  G.  &  J.  35. 

(6)  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  14. 
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sioners,  and  that  is  wanting  here.     That  is  a  cause  of       1841. 

demurrer  on  the  face  of  this  petition.  v^/^ 

*  Ex  parte 


Mr.  Younge,  in  reply.  The  allegation  in  the  petition, 
that  the  bill  was  duly  taxed  by  the  Commissioners,  im- 
plies that  they  made  an  Order  for  the  payment  of  it ; 
which  Order  is  invariably  written  at  the  foot  of  the  bill 
of  costs. 

Sir  John  Cross.  —  It  is  material  in  this  case  to 
look  to  the  very  words  of  the  act  of  parliament.  The  6 
Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  14.  directs,  that  the  petitioning  creditor 
shall,  at  his  own  costs,  sue  forth  and  prosecute  the  com- 
mission until  the  choice  of  assignees,  and  that  *'  the 
Commissioners  shall,  at  the  meeting  for  such  choice, 
ascertain  such  casts,  and  by  writing  under  their  hands 
direct  the  assignees  (who  are  hereby  thereto  required) 
to  reimburse  such  petitioning  creditor  or  creditors  such 
costs  out  of  the  first  money  that  shall  be  got  in  under 
the  commission."  The  Commissioners  are  therefore  to 
direct  the  assignees  to  pay  such  costs ;  and  the  right  of 
the  petitioning  creditor  to  receive  them  is  entirely  de- 
rived from  such  an  Order.  Now  it  is  not  denied,  that 
there  is  such  an  Order.  Unless  therefore  I  can  see  the 
Order  of  the  Commissioners,  directing  the  assignees  to 
pay  these  costs,  I  do  not  see  how  I  can  order  them  to 
be  paid  to  any  body.  There  is  another  difficulty  in  the 
case,  which  is  this :  that  if  the  solicitor  is  allowed  to 
come  here  and  obtain  an  Order  for  the  payment  of  the 
costs  of  the  petitioning  creditor,  what  will  prevent  the 
petitioning  creditor  himself  from  coming  here  afterwards 
and  obtaining  a  similar  Order  ?  I  do  not  wish  to  give 
now  any  decisive  opinion  as  to  which  party  ought  to 


Cooper. 


COOPKR. 
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1841.  petition  for  payment  of  these  costs,  whether  the  peti- 
Bx  parte  tioning  Creditor,  or  the  solicitor ;  hut  neither  the  one  nor 
the  other  can  come  here,  without  producing  the  Order  of 
the  Commissioners  for  the  payment  of  the  costs.  And  I 
would  advise,  that,  on  future  occasions  of  this  kind,  the 
solicitor  should  not  come  here,  without  the  privity  of 
the  petitioning  creditor. 

Petition  dismissed,  with  costs. 


Ex  parte  Alexander  Levi  Newton. — In  the  matter  of 

Serjeants  Inn 

Hall,  Alexander  Levi  Newton. 

Dec.  11^  13. 

l'**®^"^™?'  This  was  a  petition  of  the  bankrupt  for  an  injunction 
rious  bill  trans-  to  Stay  an  action  at  law  against  him  on  certain  bills  of 

actioDS  with 

each  other,        exchange. 

which  were  en-        „,  ,  .  ,      .  .  _        , 

tered  ID  a  regu.  The  petition  Stated,  that  previous  to  the  date  and 

creditor  accouDt  issuing  of  the  fiat,  the  bankrupt  had  dealt  with  one 

proved  on  four  JuUus  Reinhold  in  the  way  of  his  business  as  a  mer- 

dited^inthVac-  chant,  and  that,  in  the  course  of  such  dealing,  the  bank- 

M^of  800/!  '"P**  fr^™   **'°®  ^^  ^^^^^  advanced  and  paid   to  him 

and  afterwards  yarious  sums  of  money,  and  accepted,  indorsed,  and  de- 

tion  against  the  Hvered  over  to  him  various  bills  of  exchange,  by  means 

bankrupt,  to  re-  ^  '     j 

covertheamount  whereof  an  account  current  arose  between  them.     On 

of  four  other 

bills,  amounting  the  S7th  May  1841,  Reinhold  made  out  and  stated  a 

to  620/.,  which  ,  ^    ,       ,     ,. 

were  also  in-  general  account  current  of  the  dealings  and  transactions 
credited  in  the  which  had  SO  taken  place  between  himself  and  the  bank- 
andTwhich'were  ^^P^  ^"^  delivered  such  account  signed  by  him  to  the 
bonouredlo^      bankrupt.    In  this  account  Reinhold  debited  the  bank- 

proved^w  the  "*P*  ^^'^  *®  ^^"^  ^^  ^^^^'  ^^-  ^'^  ^^  "^^^^^  ^^^  ^* 
800/.    Held, 

that  these  two  sums  of  800/.  and  620i.  must  be  considered  as  distinct  and  separate  debts,  and 
that  the  proof  for  the  one  did  not  prevent  the  creditor  from  suing  the  bankrupt  for  tlit  <* 


^ 
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bankrupt,  before  the  date  of  the  fiat,  paid  to  him  the        1841. 
sum  of  1459/.,  leaving  a  balance  of  1731Z.  I8s.  8d.  due       JT'^ 
from  the  bankrupt.     Reinhold  also  credited  the  bank-       Nxwtun. 
rupt  with  the  bills  of  exchange  accepted  or  indorsed  by 
Reinhold,  and  also  with  the  payments  made  by  cheque, 
or  otherwise,  to  him,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum 
of  3189/.,  leaving  a  balance  due  upon  the  face  of  the 
account  of  11/.  I85.  Scf. 

The  fiat  issued  on  the  ^d  June  1841.  At  the  first 
public  meeting,  held  on  the  16th  July  1841,  Reinhold 
proved  on  four  bills  of  exchange  credited  in  the  general 
account  current,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  800/. ;  and  at 
the  same  meeting  Messrs.  Jones  and  Son  proved  two 
other  bills  of  exchange  also  credited  in  such  account, 
and  which  had  been  indorsed  and  passed  to  them  by 
Reinholdf  amounting  together  to  the  sum  of  SOO/. 
Reinhold  voted  in  the  choice  of  assignees,  in  respect  of 
the  aforesaid  debt,  and  chose  himself  and  two  other  per- 
sons, as  creditors,  assignees  under  the  fiat.  Notwith- 
standing this  proof,  Reinhold,  on  the  15th  October  last, 
commenced  an  action  at  law  against  the  bankrupt,  to 
recover  the  sum  of  620/.,  being  the  amount  of  four 
several  other  bills  of  exchange  included  and  credited  in 
the  said  account  current,  which  did  not  fall  due  until 
after  Reinhold  had  made  his  proof  for  the  800/. 

The  petition  alleged,  that  not  one  of  the  four  last 
mentioned  bills  of  exchange,  upon  which  the  action  was 
brought,  and  which  were  credited  in  the  general  account 
current, — nor  any  other  of  the  bills  of  exchange  included 
and  credited  in  such  account  current,  was  given  by  the 
bankrupt  in  payment  of  any  specific  or  distinct  trans- 
action between  the  bankrupt  and  Reinhold,  but  were 
respectively  given  to  Reinhold  as  payment  generally,  on 
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1841.        account  of  the  dealings  and  transactions  between  them; 
y'^'^^       and  that  the  debt  of  800/.,  so  proved  by  Reinhold  upon 
Newton.      the  aforesaid  four  bills  of  exchange,  was  part  of  his  de- 
mand comprised  in  such  account  current. 

The  petitioner  submitted,  that  Reinhold,  by  proving 
this  debt,  elected  to  go  in  under  the  fiat,  in  respect  of  his 
demand  arising  upon  the  aforesaid  general  account  cur- 
rent, and  that  he  ought  to  be  restrained  from  further 
proceeding  in  the  action. 

Mr.  Keene,  in  support  of  the  petition.  As  all  these 
bills  of  exchange  were  included  in  the  account  current 
stated  by  Reinhold,  and  formed  but  one  demand,  he 
cannot,  after  proving  on  four  of  the  bills  to  the  amount 
of  800/.,  sue  the  bankrupt  on  four  other  bills,  which 
formed  part  of  the  same  account.  This  is  quite  a  dif- 
ferent case  from  one  where  the  demands  are  separate 
and  distinct.  Reinhold  has  already  proved  for  items 
which  formed  part  of  the  settled  account,  and  he  cannot 
now  bring  an  action  for  other  items  of  the  account. 
The  bills  included  in  the  account  were  different  secu- 
rities for  the  same  debt ;  and  therefore  he  cannot  sue  on 
some  of  the  bills,  and  come  in  as  a  creditor  under  the 
fiat  for  others  ;  JEx  parte  Crinsoz  (a).  So,  where  two 
bills  are  given  for  a  general  balance,  it  has  been  held 
that  the  creditor  cannot  prove  for  one,  and  sue  on  the 
other;  Ex  parte  Dickson  {b).  By  the  6  Geo.  4*.  c.  16. 
8.  59.  it  is  declared,  that  the  proving  or  claiming  a  debt 
under  a  commission  by  any  creditor  shall  be  deemed  an 
election  by  such  creditor  to  take  the  benefit  of  such 
commission,  with  respect  to  the  debt  so  proved  or 
claimed.  Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  creditor  has 
(a)  1  Blown,  270.  (6)  1  Rose,  98. 
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elected,  by  proving  on  the  four  bills  for  800/.;  which,  as        1841. 

well  as  those  he  has  sued  upon,  were  all  credited  in  the       ^!r^^^ 

^  Ex  parte 

general  account  current,  and  composed  different  parts  of  Newtok. 
the  same  debt.  The  circumstance  of  the  bills  happening 
to  be  dishonoured,  after  the  settled  account  in  which 
they  were  included,  does  not  alter  the  nature  of  the 
demand.  [Sir  John  Cross.  It  does  not  strike  me,  that 
the  circumstance  of  the  bills  being  inserted  in  the  ac- 
count current  is  of  much  importance  in  the  case.  The 
material  question  is,  whether  the  bills  were  given  for 
one  dealing  or  transaction.]  In  Ex  parte  Glover  (a)  it 
was  held,  that  the  proof  or  claim  by  a  creditor  for  any 
debt  operates  as  a  relinquishment  of  an  action  previously 
brought  for  a  distinct  demand. 

Mr.  AnderdoHf  contra.  It  is  clear,  that  the  consi- 
deration given  for  these  bills  was  perfectly  distinct. 
The  proof  for  the  800/.  was  on  the  bills  then  in  the 
hands  of  Reinhold.  The  bills  which  were  afterwards 
dishonoured,  and  in  respect  of  which  the  action  is 
brought,  he  had  no  power  to  prove,  when  the  proof  for 
the  others  was  made.  [Sir  John  Cross.  It  does  not 
appear  that  there  were  any  dealings  between  these  par- 
ties, except  on  these  bills.  What  ditTerence  is  there  in 
principle  between  a  debt  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
and  a  debt  for  bills  of  exchange  sold  and  delivered  ?] 
In  Ex  parte  Sly{b),  it  was  held,  that  a  creditor  for 
goods  sold  might  prove  on  a  bill  for  part  of  the  debt,  and 
proceed  at  law  on  a  bill  for  the  remainder,  which  he  had 
negotiated  before  the  bankruptcy,  and  taken  up  after  the 
proof.  That  case  therefore  decided,  that,  notwithstand- 
ing two  bills  may  be  given  for  the  same  debt,  yet  where 

(a)  1  G.  &  J.  270.  (6)  2  G.  &  J.  163. 
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1841.        one  is  negotiated^  and  comes  back  unpaid  to  the  creditor. 


it  then  constitutes  a  separate  debt.  In  the  case  of  £x 
Nbwton.  parte  Dickson  (a),  which  lias  been  relied  on  by  the  other 
side,  the  creditor  had  both  the  bills  in  his  possession  at 
the  time  he  proved,  and  might  then  have  proved  on 
both ;  but  here  the  creditor  could  not  prove  on  the  bills 
in  question,  for  they  were  not  then  in  his  hands,  nor 
were  they  then  dishonoured.  In  JEx  parte  Sckie- 
singer  (6),  the  Vice-Chancellor  took  the  distinction,  that 
in  that  case  both  bills  were  dishonoured  at  the  date  of 
the  commission,  and  before  the  proof  of  one,  the  creditor 
had  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  the  other;  but  in  £x 
parte  Sly  the  bills  upon  which  the  action  was  brought 
did  not  become  due  until  after  the  proof  of  the  fiat. 
When  the  creditor,  in  the  present  case,  proved  on  the 
four  bills  for  800/.,  he  could  not  make  his  election 
as  to  proving  on  the  bills  which  are  the  subject  <^  the 
acti<Mi ;  for  he  had  not  those  bills  then  in  his  possession. 
As  the  creditor  therefore  had  at  the  time  of  proof  no 
power  to  elect,  the  case  does  not  fall  within  the  59th 
section  of  the  bankrupt  law. 

Mr.  Keeney  in  reply.  In  Ex  parte  Schlesinger  {c\ 
the  decision  is  completely  in  favour  of  the  present  peti- 
tion ;  for  there,  the  bill  on  which  the  action  was  brought 
was  not  returned  to  the  creditor,  until  after  he  had 
proved  on  the  other  bill ;  and  yet  the  Vice-Chancellor 
held,  that  both  bills  being  given  under  circumstances 
which  would  have  supported  one  action,  the  bill  on 
which  the  creditor  sued  might  have  been  proved,  or  at 
least  claimed  under  the  commission  ,*  and  he  therefore 
restrained  the  creditor  from  proceeding  in  the  action  on 
the  second  bill, 
(a)  1  Roie,  98.  (h)  2  0.  &  J.  392.  (0  Ibid. 
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Sir  John  Cross. — I  confess  I  have  some  difficulty  in        1841. 
perceiving,  when  two  bills  are  given  for  the  same  debt,       g,  ^^ 
how  the  circumstance  of  one  of  them  being  dishonoured      ^k^ton. 
renders  it  afterwards  a  distinct  debt     Suppose  a  man 
owed  300/.,  and  gave  his  creditor  two  bills  in  payment 
of  the  debt,  one  for  100/.,  and  the  other  for  200/.     The 
creditor  cannot  prove  for  the  amount  of  both  bills,  if 
one  of  them  has  been  negotiated  by  him ;  but  he  may 
elect  to  prove  for  that  portion  of  the  debt  which  is 
provable  by  him ;  namely,  for  that  bill  which  he  retains 
in  his  possession.     The  question  is,  therefore,  whether 
he  has  not  proved  for  an  integral  part  of  the  same  debt. 

Mr.  Anderdon.  If  a  new  right  of  action  accrues  to  a 
creditor,  after  be  has  made  his  proof,  cannot  he  sue  the 
bankrupt,  notwithstanding  he  has  proved  under  the  fiat? 

Sir  John  Cross. — If  the  bill,  being  dishonoured  after 
the  bankruptcy,  creates  a  new  debt,  then,  according  to 
that  reasoning,  the  creditor  could  not  prove  the  bill 
under  the  fiat ;  but  it  has  been  a  long  time  the  law,  that 
a  bill,  though  not  due  until  aft;er  the  bankruptcy,  may 
nevertheless  be  proved,  and  even  though  not  due  at  the 
time  of  proof.  The  question  is  here,  whether  the  cre- 
ditor has  not  made  his  election  to  prove  for  such  part  of 
the  debt  as  he  could  then  prove,  as  well  as  for  the 
remainder,  which  became  payable  afterwards.  I  am 
certainly  disposed  in  this  case,  if  I  can  do  it,  to  follow 
Lord  Eldon^s  principle  in  Ex  parte  Dickson  (a),  and  to 
give  the  bankrupt  the  benefit  of  the  59th  section  of  the 
statute,  as  it  is  a  remedial  law,  and  ought  to  receive  a 
liberal  construction.  But  as  the  cases  are  somewhat 
conflicting,  I  should  wish  to  consider  the  point. 
(•)  1  Rote,  96. 
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1841.  Sir  John  Cross  now  delivered  his  judgment  asfol- 

Ex  parte       '^^^  * — "^^^^  ^^  ^  petition  of  the  bankrupt,  complaining 
Newton.      j|^^j.  ^  creditor,  who  has  proved  under  the  fiat,  has  sub- 

Dictmbtr  13*  ,  ...  i*i«iii« 

sequently  brought  an  action  against  him  on  four  biiis  of 
exchange,  which,  it  is  contended,  formed  a  portion  of 
the  same  debt,  for  part  of  which  the  proof  was  made ; 
and  praying,  therefore,  a  stay  of  proceedings  in  the 
action.  I  have  looked  through  all  the  authorities  on 
this  subject,  with  an  anxious  desire  to  give  all  the 
remedy  that  I  could  to  the  bankrupt.  The  first  question 
is,  whether  the  sum  already  proved  by  the  creditor,  and 
the  sum  for  the  recovery  of  which  he  has  brought  an 
action  against  the  bankrupt,  constitute  together  one  and 
the  same  debt.  The  only  cases  which  apply  to  the  facts 
of  the  present  case  are,  JEx  parte  Dickson{a\  and  Ex 
parte  Sly  (6) ;  for  in  all  the  other  cases  the  proof  and  the 
action  were  for  distinct  debts.  Ex  parte  Dickson  was  a 
case,  where  two  bills,  one  for  100/.,  and  the  other  for 
9S/.,  were  given  by  the  bankrupt  for  a  general  balance 
owing  from  him  to  a  creditor;  the  100/.  bill  not  being 
paid  when  due,  he  brought  an  action  on  it,  and  took  the 
bankrupt  in  execution;  and  the  92/.  bill  was  shortly 
afterwards  returned  to  him  dishonoured,  and  he  took  it 
up  and  proved  it  under  the  commission.  Under  these 
circumstances  the  bankrupt  applied  to  be  discharged 
out  of  execution,  on  the  ground  that  the  proof  was  an 
election  to  relinquish  the  action,  and  come  in  under 
the  commission;  and  Lord  Eldon  made  the  Order 
on  the  creditor,  without  prejudice  to  his  proving  under 
the  commission.  That  case  was  referred  to  in  the 
subsequent  one  of  Watson  v.  Medex  (c),  which  oc- 
curred in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  There  two 
parcels  of  goods  were  sold  to  the  bankrupt  at  different 
(a)  1  Roie,  9S.  (6)  2  Or.  if,  J.  1^.  (c)  ]  B.  &  Aid. 
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times,  and  paid  for  by  bills;  and  the  vendors  proved  ld4l. 
under  the  commission  for  the  amount  of  the  first  parcel,  ^^  p^^ 
they  then  holding  the  bill  given  in  payment  for  the  N»wton. 
same ;  the  bill  for  the  other  parcel  having  been  nego- 
tiated by  them  prior  to  the  bankruptcy,  and  being  then 
outstanding;  was  afterwards  dishonoured;  and  it  was 
held,  that  the  vendors  were  not  precluded  by  the  statute 
49  Geo.  3.  c.  111.  s.  14.  from  suing  the  bankrupt  for 
the  amount  of  the  last  parcel  of  goods.  In  that  case 
Lord  Tenterden,  then  Mr.  Justice  Abbott,  in  giving  his 
judgment,  says :  ^*  There  is  a  manifest  difference  between 
the  language  of  the  two  parts  of  this  section ;  the  first 
part  enacts,  that  the  creditor,  who  has  brought  any 
action  in  respect  of  any  demand  which  arose  prior  to  the 
bankruptcy,  or  might  have  been  proved  as  a  debt,  shall 
not  prove  a  debt  under  such  commission,  or  have  a  claim 
for  a  debt  entered  upon  the  proceedings,  without  relin- 
quishing such  action.  Upon  this  part  of  the  section  the 
decision  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  Ex  parte  Dichson(a) 
took  place.  The  second  part  of  the  section  says,  that '  the 
proving  or  claiming  a  debt  under  a  commission  shall  be 
deemed  an  election  by  such  creditor,  with  respect  to  the 
debt  so  proved  or  claimed,'  thereby,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
t3ring  up  the  election,  and  confining  it  to  the  particular 
debt  *  so  proved  or  claimed.' "  The  enactment  on  this 
subject  in  the  d9th  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  is 
expressed  in  the  same  words.  The  question  is  there- 
fore in  the  present  case,  whether  the  sum  of  800/.  for 
which  the  proof  was  made,  and  the  sum  of  6201.  for 
which  the  action  was  brought,  are  parts  of  the  same 
debt,  or  whether  they  are  to  be  considered  as  different 
debts.     I  certainly  am  not  able  to  distinguish,  from  the 

(a)  1  Rose,  9S. 
VOL.  II.  6  O 
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1S41.       aecoont  current,  whether  they  are  different  debts  or  not. 


Bot  in  Ez  parte  Sly  {a).  Sir  John  Leach  held,  that  the 
VsvToy.  account  current  was  not  decisi?e  of  the  question;  for 
be  says :  **  That  it  was  originally  one  debt  upon  an 
account  current,  is  clear ;  and  the  question  now  is,  does 
it  still  remain  so  ?  The  petitioner  was  indebted  gaie- 
rally  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  for  which  he  gave 
two  bills.  When  bills  are  giren,  the  debt  becomes  as- 
signable by  the  mere  transfer  of  the  bills ;  and  the  cre- 
ditor, baring  thus  received  an  assignable  debt  before  the 
bankruptcy,  by  parting  with  one  of  the  bills,  assigns  so 
much  of  the  debt,  and  the  holder  is  from  that  moment 
the  creditor  of  the  bankrupt,  and  during  the  intenral  of 
his  possessing  the  bill  is  the  only  one  who  could  prove 
it.  At  the  time,  therefore,  that  the  creditor  proved  one 
part  of  the  debt,  he  had  assigned  the  other,  not  only  in 
equity,  but  at  law.  After  the  bankruptcy,  he  receives 
what  may  be  termed  a  re-assignment ;  that  is,  he  gets 
back  the  bill  by  payment.  He  is  thus  a  creditor  of  the 
bankrupt  upon  an  entirely  new  debt;  and  I  must  decide, 
that  this  is  not  a  proceeding  at  law  for  the  same  demand 
for  which  the  proof  was  made."  Now  I  am  unable  to 
discover  any  difference  in  principle  between  that  case 
and  this;  and,  therefore,  without  expressly  overruling 
the  authority  of  JEx  parte  Sly,  I  cannot  decide  this  case 
in  favour  of  the  petitioner.  In  dismissing  the  petition, 
however,  it  must  be  without  costs. 

Petition  dismissed,  without  costs. 

(a)  2  G.  &  J.  163. 
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1841 
Ex  parte  Sheppard. — In  the  matter  of  Barlow. 


XHIS  was  a  petition  of  the  vendor  of  certain  shares         /fa//, 
in  the  United  States  Bank,  claiming  a  lien  on  the  shares  where  a  bank- 
for  such  part  of  the  purchase  money  as  was  unpaid,  and  [^^^e^d^^^Jo" 
praying,  as  in  the  case  of  an  equitable  mortgagee,  that  fk"*?T*^JS* '" 
the  shares  micfht  be  sold,  and  that  he  micht  beat  liberty  ^}^^  ^^o^» 

®  '  o  /    the  ccrUBcates 

to  prove  for  the  difference.     It  appeared  that  the  bank-  of  which  were 

,      ,  ,        ,  1  ,  *.   ,  .  .  leftinlhehandt 

rupt  had  contracted  to  buy  these  shares  of  the  petitioner  of  the  veodor, 
for  2700/.,  a  small  part  only  of  which  he  had  paid,  and  the  pa^meDloT 
the  certificates  of  the  shares  were  left  in  the  hands  of  portfoTof  Uie 
the  petitioner,  as  a  security  for  the  amount  of  the  pur-  5"^.  ^^S^' 

ID  the  case  of 

Mr.  Ellison,  in  support  of  the  petition.     If  the  as-  m^o^gagee,  to 

signees  choose  to  take  these  shares  at  the  price  agreed  ITleofthe^' 

upon,  the   petitioner  will   be  happy  to  transfer  them  factbno°fth^ 

and  receive  the  money.    They  have,  however,  refused  ^°P|^^*'p^.'J^^*** 

to  do  so ;  and  therefore  the  case  falls  within  the  principle  }}^y  to  prove 

'  .  forthediffer- 

of  JEx  parte  Twining  (a),  lately  decided  by  this  Court ;  ence. 

where  a  quantity  of  tea  having  been  sold  to  the  bank- 
rupt, who  only  paid  a  part  of  the  price  before  his  bank- 
ruptcy, and  the  warrants  for  the  delivery  of  the  tea 
remaining  in  the  possession  of  the  vendors ;  it  was  held 
that  the  vendors  had  a  lien  on  the  tea  for  -the  unpaid 
purchase  money,  and  that  the  right  course  of  pro- 
ceeding was  for  the  vendors  to  apply  to  this  Court  for 
an  Order  for  the  sale  of  the  tea.  The  previous  case  of 
JEx  parte  Moffatt  {b),  also,  recognized  the  right  of  an 
unpaid  vendor  to  sell  the  goods,  if  he  had  not  parted 
with  the  possession  of  them,  and  to  prove  for  the  differ- 


ence. 


(a)  1  Mont  Deac.  &  D.691. 

(b)  Ibid.  282  j  S.  C.  on  Appeal,  ante,  p.  170. 
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1841.  Mr.  J.  Rtissell,  for  the  assignees.     Here  there  was 

Ex  parte       ^^^^^  ^"7  provable  debt ;  but  only  a  breach  of  contract, 
Shippabd.     where  the  damages  are  uncertain  and  unliquidated,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  proved.     In  Boorman  v.  Nash(a\ 
where  a  trader,  who  had  contracted  for  the  purchase  of 
a  certain  quantity  of  oil  for  a  certain  price,  to  be  deli- 
vered at  a  future  day,  became  bankrupt  before  that  day 
arrived;  it  was  held,  that  the  vendor  could  not  prove 
the  amount  of  the  price  under  the  commission,   and 
therefore  that  the  certificate  of  the  bankrupt  was  no 
bar  to  an  action  againt  him  for  not  accepting  and  pay- 
ing for  the  oil.     The  same  principle  was  also  acted 
upon  in  Green  v.  BickneU{b).     In  that  case  G.  agreed 
to  sell  to  B.  all  the  oil  which  should  arrive  by  a  certain 
ship,  which  B.  was  to  receive  within  fourteen  days  after 
the  landing  of  the  cargo,  and  pay  for  at  the  expiration 
of  that  time  by  bills  or  money,  at  a  specified  price  per 
tun,  with  customary  allowances.    When  the  ship  arrived 
and  the  cargo  was  landed,  G.  tendered  the  oil  to  B.  at 
the  end  of  the  fourteen  days ;  but,  the  market  price  of 
the  oil  being  then  lower  than  the  contract  price,  B. 
refused  to  accept  the  oil.     Under  these  circumstances,  it 
was  held  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that,  B. 
having  become  bankrupt  after  the  refusal,  G.  could  not 
prove  for  this  breach  of  contract  under  the  commission ; 
for  that,  although  G.*s  claim  would  be  measured  by  the 
difference  between  the  contract  and  market  prices  at  the 
time  when  B.  should  have  fulfilled  his  contract,  yet 
the  data  on  which  the  calulation  must  proceed  were  not 
so  settled  as  to  admit  of  no  dispute,  and  render  the  inter- 
vention of  a  jury  unnecessary ;   and  consequently  the 


1 


(a)  9  B.  &  C.  145.    See  note  on  ibis  case,  3  Deac.  &  C.  802. 
(6)  8Adol.&£.  701. 
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claim  of  G.  was  not  for  a  debt^  but  for  damages.     Both        1841. 


these  cases  decide^  that  if  A.  agrees  to  buy  of  B.  goods  - 
of  a  certain  quantity,  at  a  certain  price,  to  be  accepted  Sheppard. 
and  paid  for  at  a  future  day,  and  the  breach  of  contract 
is  not  till  after  A.  becomes  bankrupt,  B.  has  not  a 
provable  debt;  and  the  circumstance  of  part  of  the  pur- 
chase money  having  been  paid  before  the  bankruptcy, 
makes  no  difference  in  the  case.  In  Green  v.  Bick- 
nell  (a),  both  the  price  and  the  quantity  of  the  oil  were 
ascertained  before  the  bankruptcy ;  and  yet,  if  the  pur- 
chaser had  refused  to  pay  one  farthing  of  the  sum  agreed 
upon,  the  vendor  could  only  have  brought  an  action 
against  him  for  damages  occasioned  by  the  breach  of 
contract.  The  rule  appears  to  be  this :  that  if  A.  is  the 
vendor  of  a  chattel,  which  passes  by  delivery,  and  the 
bankruptcy  of  the  vendee  intervenes  between  the  sale 
and  delivery,  the  vendor  cannot  prove  under  the  fiat. 
The  case  of  JEx  parte  Moffatt  (6),  that  has  been  relied 
on,  was  decided  on  the  custom  of  the  tea  trade.  Here 
no  custom  of  the  trade  has  been  alleged. 

Sir  John  Cross. — This  appears  to  me  a  very  clear 
case.  A  sale  of  shares  was  effected  between  the  peti- 
tioner and  the  bankrupt  to  the  amount  of  2700/.  The 
bankrupt  contracts  to  buy,  but  leaves  the  shares  in  the 
hands  of  the  seller.  The  purchase  was  completed, 
though  the  money  was  solvendum  infuturo.  The  bank- 
rupt pays  a  few  pounds  on  account,  and  the  remainder  of 
the  purchase  money  is  still  due  to  the  petitioner.  It  has 
been  contended,  that  this  is  a  demand  for  unliquidated 
damages;  but  the  remainder  of  what  is  owing  of  the 
specified  purchase  money  is  the  measure  of  all  the  da- 

(a)  S  Adol.  &  £.  701.  (6)  1  Moot  Deac.  &  D.  282  ;  2  Id.  170. 
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Ez  parte 
Sbkppabd. 


mages.  In  Green  v.  Bicknell^a),  the  refusal  of  the 
purchaser  to  take  the  oil  was  before  the  bankruptcy,  and 
there  was  no  pledge.  In  Boorman  v.  NcLsh  (6),  it  was 
merely  held  that  a  bankrupt,  notwithstanding  his  certi- 
ficate, was  liable  to  an  action  for  not  accepting  and  pay- 
ing for  a  quantity  of  oil  which  he  had  purchased,  and 
which  was  not  to  be  delivered  till  a  future  day,  before 
which  day  the  bankruptcy  intervened.  Neither  of  these 
decisions  appears  to  mc  to  apply  to  the  present  case. 
Here  the  vendor  had  a  lien  on  the  thing  sold  for  the 
unpaid  purchase  money,  and  has  the  same  rights  as  an 
equitable  mortgagee.  The  Order  must  be,  therefore,  as 
prayed,  with  an  allowance  of  the  same  costs,  as  an 
equitable  mortgagee  with  a  written  memorandum  is 
entitled  to. 

Order  as  prayed. 


(a)  8  Adol.&£.701. 


(h)  9  B.  &  C.  145. 


Serjtanti*  Inn 

Hall, 
December  11. 

Under  a  joint 
fiat,  if  the  in- 
terests of  the 
separate  credi- 
tors require  it, 
the  Court  will 
make  an  Order 
for  the  appoint- 
ment by  toem  of 
an  inspector  to 
collect  in  the 
separate  effects, 
with  authority 
to  bring  actions 
&c.  in  the 
names  of  the 
assignees. 


Ex  parte  Wright  and  others. — In  the  matter  of 
Daintry  and  Rylr. 

XHIS  was  the  petition  of  some  of  the  separate  creditors 
of  the  bankrupt  Ryle,  alleging  that  the  debts  and  credits 
of  his  separate  estate  amounted  to  a  large  sum,  and 
praying  that  an  inspector  might  be  appointed  to  watch 
over  the  interests  of  the  petitioners,  and  the  other 
separate  creditors  of  his  estate. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  in  support  of  the  petition,  said,  that  it 
would  not  answer  in  this  case  to  have  a  new  choice  of 
assignees,  for  the  purpose  of  electing  one  of  the  separate 
creditors ;  and  that  the  order  which  the  Court  made  in 
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Ex  parte  Ackroyd{a)  for  the  appointment  of  an  inspec-  1841. 

tor,  where  the  interests  of  the  assignees  were  adverse  to  j,^  ^^ 

those  of  the  general  creditors,  had  been  found  to  work  W»ioht. 
well. 

Sir  John  Cross. — There  is  no  question  in  this  case, 
as  to  the  propriety  of  appointing  an  inspector ;  the  only 
question  is,  as  to  his  powers.  I  think  that  an  inspector 
should  be  appinted  at  a  meeting  of  the  separate  creditors 
duly  called  for  that  purpose,  and  that  he  should  be 
authorized  to  collect  in  all  the  separate  debts,  with 
authority  to  bring  actions  in  the  names  of  the  assignees, 
upon  giving  them  a  sufficient  indemnity. 

The  Order  was,  that  a  meeting  of  the  separate 
creditors  of  Ryle  should  be  held,  with  liberty  for 
such  creditors  to  appoint  one  or  more  person  or 
persons  to  be  an  inspector  or  inspectors  of  his 
separate  estate,  who  should  be.  authorized  to 
collect  in  all  his  separate  debts  and  efiects, 
and  to  bring  actions  in  the  names  of  the  assignees 
for  the  purpose  of  realizing  his  separate  estate, 
upon  entering  into  a  proper  indemnity  to  the 
assignees  against  the  costs  in  such  actions;  that 
the  inspector  should  pay  all  monies  received  by 
him  into  the  hands  of  the  bankers  already  ap- 
pointed by  the  creditors;  that  the  inspector 
should  have  free  access  to  all  books  and  papers 
relating  to  such  separate  estate,  with  liberty  to 
take  copies  thereof,  or  extracts  therefrom ;  and 
that  the  costs  of  this  petition,  and  the  execution 
of  the  Order  should  be  pud  out  of  the  separate 
estate. 

(a)  1  Mont.  Deac.  &  D.  555. 
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^^^"^  Ex  parte  William  White. — In  the  matter  of 

SmjtamW  Inn  ^^  *  tt 

Hall,  Catherine  Alexandrina  Hallin. 

D§eemb§r  13. 

Thebtnkropi's   ThIS  was  a  petition  of  the  assignee  of  the  bankrupt's 

goodi  having 

been  aeiied  in     estate^  praying  that  the  solicitor  might  be  directed  to  pay 

execution 

nearly  five  yean  to  the  official  assignee  the  sum  of  96/.  68.,  which  he  had 
toUie fiat,  received  under  the  fiat  so  long  ago  as  in  the  beginning 
Mihority^fthe  of  the  year  1837.  The  solicitor  acknowledged  the 
im  undertaking  receipt  of  the  money,  and  that  his  bill  up  to  the  choice 
^«Vto*indem-  of  assignees  had  been  paid;  but  he  claimed  a  lien  cm  the 
nify  him  against  money  in  his  hands  under  the  following  circumstances. 

the  conscquen-  "^  " 

cet  of  his  reUn-  Jt  appeared  that  previous  to  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  the 
possession  of  bankrupt's  goods  had  been  taken  in  execution  under 
returning'nuiia  three  several  writs  of  fieri  facias  for  levying  75/.  2s. 
thit  he  had  not,  The  solicitor  alleged,  that,  after  the  petitioner  was  ap- 
l2buft7on**thi^  pointed  assignee,  he,  the  solicitor,  with  the  sanction  of 
any  Hen'iiTOn  ^^^  petitioner,  prevailed  on  the  sheriff's  officer  to  give  up 
mone*°inhu'*  ^^  goods  seized  and  return  nulla  bona,  upon  the  solicitor 
hands.  giving  an  undertaking  in  writing  to  indemnify  the  sheriff 

from  the  consequences  of  making  such  return.  That 
the  solicitor  accordingly  gave  this  indemnity,  and  there- 
upon claimed  to  retain  the  95/.  Ss.  until  he  was  released 
from  his  indemnity,  or  until  the  execution  creditors  had 
released  the  sheriff,  and  also  until  the  payment  of  his 
bill  for  business  done  in  the  bankruptcy  since  the  choice 
of  assignees,  amounting  to  28L  lis. 

The  assignee  denied,  however,  that  he  had  ever  autho- 
rized or  requested  the  solicitor  to  give  such  an  indemnity; 
nor  was  there  any  evidence  adduced  as  to  the  nature  of 
the  alleged  indemnity.  The  fiat  was  issued  on  the  S5th 
February   1837,  and  the  petitioner  was  dhosen  sole 


Ex  parte 
Wbitb. 
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assignee  on  the  24th  March  following;  and  on  the  20th        1841. 
May  last  the  solicitor  was  removed  by  the  assignee. 

Mr.  Martindale,  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  contrcL,  said  that  it  would  be  unjust  to 
deprive  the  solicitor  of  the  only  security  which  he 
possessed  to  protect  himself  from  the  consequences  of  his 
indemnity  to  the  sheriff^  which  he  had  entered  into  with 
the  express  sanction  of  the  assignee.  In  Ex  parte 
Bowden  (a)  it  was  held,  that  an  official  assignee  could 
not,  under  the  1  &  2  Will.  4.  c.  56-  s.  22.,  take  the  bank- 
rupt's  money  out  of  the  hands  of  the  solicitor  to  the  fiat, 
without  discharging  his  lien. 

Sir  John  Cross. — It  does  not  appear  to  me,  that 
there  is  any  analogy  between  this  case  and  Ex  parte 
Bowden.  The  solicitor  received  this  money  in  the  early 
part  of  1837,  nearly  five  years  ago ;  and  he  now  contends 
that  he  has  still  a  right  to  retain  it  in  his  hands,  because 
he  at  that  distant  period  of  time  gave  some  undertaking 
or  other  to  indemnify  a  sheriff's  officer  for  relinquishing 
the  possession  of  the  bankrupt's  goods,  which  he  had 
seized  under  a  writ  of  execution.  There  is  no  evidence 
whatever,  as  to  what  was  the  nature  of  that  undertaking 
or  indemnity ;  and,  although  it  is  stated  in  the  solicitor's 
affidavit  that  the  indemnity  was  given  with  the  sanction 
of  the  assignee,  yet  it  is  sworn  by  the  assignee,  that  he 
did  not  authorize  or  request  the  solicitor  to  give  any 
such  indemnity.  There  is  no  proof  of  any  authority  from 
the  assignee ;  it  must  be  taken  therefore  to  have  been  the 
sole  gratuitous  act  of  the  solicitor.    If  he  had  no  autho- 

(a)  2  Deac.  &  C.  182. 
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£z  parte 

WOITB. 


rity  therefore  to  give  any  such  indemnity,  he  has  acted 
contrary  to  law,  in  retaining  this  money  so  long  in  his 
hands,  and  preventing  the  distribution  of  it  amongst  the 
bankrupt's  creditors.  But,  even  supposing  he  had  been 
authorized  to  give  an  indemnity,  there  is  no  evidence 
that  he  was  ever  called  upon  to  pay  anything  by  reason 
of  his  indemnity ;  and  therefore  there  appears  to  be  no 
justification  for  his  retaining  this  money.  Under  all 
these  circumstances,  I  think  that  the  application  has  been 
very  properly  made  by  the  creditors'  assignee  for  the 
payment  over  of  this  money  to  the  official  assignee. 
Then,  as  to  the  claim  for  his  costs  incurred  subsequently 
to  the  choice  of  assignees, — if  a  solicitor  wrongfully 
retains  a  sum  of  money  in  his  hands,  he  has  no  lien  on 
it  for  his  subsequent  services.  The  Court,  however, 
recommends  it  to  the  assignee  to  allow  the  amount  of 
these  costs  out  of  the  sum  in  question,  by  way  of  set  off. 


Order  as  prayed. 


Ex  parte  William  Dean  and  Charles  WAifwicK. 
— In  the  matter  of  Joshua  Gibson,  and  Joseph 
M'^Glasson. 

J  HIS  was  also  a  petition  of  assignees  against  the  late 

solicitors  to  the  fiat,  praying  that  they  might  be  ordered 

trust  deed,  ID  the  to  pay  over    to    the  assignees  two  several   sums    of 

preparatioD  of 

thedeiKlaDdthe  84/.  l4fS.  4d.  and  400/. 

trusts,  and  the        The  fiat  issued  on  the  8th  February  1837. 

trustees  were 

alterwards  chosen  assignees  under  a  subsequent  fiat  in  bankmptcv  issued  against  the  party  who 
bad  assigned  his  effects  under  the  trust  deed :  Held,  that  the  solicitor  could  not  retain  a  sum 
which  had  come  to  his  hands  since  the  bankruptcy,  in  satisfaction  of  his  charges  relating  to 
the  trust  deed. 


Serjeants*  Inn 

Hall, 
December  13. 

Where  a  soli- 
citor was  em- 
ployed  by  the 
trustees  under  a 
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The  petitioners  alleged,  that  upon  an  account  stated  1841. 
between  the  assignees  and  the  solicitors,  after  giving  full  ^^  ^^^ 
credit  to  the  latter  for  all  payments  made  by  them,  and  for  gn/Jj^ther. 
the  amount  of  their  various  bills  of  costs,  there  remained 
in  their  hands  a  balance  of  84Z.  14*.  irf.,  for  which  they 
were  accountable  to  the  bankrupt's  estate ;  and  that  on 
the  13th  February  1837,  which  was  after  the  issuing  of 
the  fiat,  they  received  an  order  on  the  London  and  West- 
minster Bank  for  the  sum  of  400/.,  for  which  they  were 
also  accountable  as  part  of  the  bankrupt's  estate.  The 
solicitors,  however,  claimed  to  retain  the  400/.,  in  satis- 
faction of  their  costs  and  charges  for  preparing  a  trust 
deed  of  the  effects  of  the  bankrupt,  dated  the  10th  Fe- 
bruary 1837,  and  for  payments  connected  therewith; 
under  which  deed  the  petitioners  were  trustees.  The 
account  which  the  solicitors  rendered  of  these  charges  by 
payments,  was  as  follows : 

Paid  an  accountant  for  investigating  the  £    s    d 

affairs  of  the  bankrupts  previous  to  their 
bankruptcy,  for  assisting  in  procuring 
the  assignment,  and  for  obtaining  proofs 
and  powers  of  attorney  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy to  carry  the  choice  of  assignees     .     131  19  7 

Payments  to  other  persons 23  1 1  5 

Bill  ofcosts  of  the  solicitors 259  19  7 


£415  10  7 


In  answer  to  the  allegations  in  the  petition,  the  soli- 
citors in  their  affidavit  stated  that  they  were  ready  to 
pay  to  the  petitioners  the  balance  claimed  by  them  of 
84/.  14^.  4ef.,  after  deducting  therefrom  the  sum  of 
17/.  145.  for  the  expenccs  of  a  journey  to  Liverpool, 
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1841.  oodertaken  by  them  at  the  reqnest  of  one  of  the  assignees; 
£x  pvte  '^  ^^  ^^  aocoimtant  was  not  employed  or  retained  by 
mal^m^lhmt  ^  soKcitor*,  bot  by  the  petitioners  and  the  other  cre- 
ditors of  the  bankrupts.  The  solicitors  then  went  into  a 
long  statement  justifying  the  amount  of  their  charges, 
and  stating  that  they  always  considered  that  the  peti- 
tioner Dean  fully  approved  of  and  acquiesced  in  their 
application  of  the  sum  of  400/.  in  pajrment  of  the  above 
costs,  and  that  he  never  objected  to  such  application, 
although  it  was  mentioned  in  the  balance  sheet  of  the 
bankrupts  as  having  been  handed  over  to  the  solicitors ; 
and  that  at  the  audit  meeting  on  the  4th  July  1837,  the 
petitioners  disregarded  all  notice  of  the  400/. 

Mr.  Anderdan,  in  support  of  the  petition,  said  that 
the  case  just  decided  of  JEz  parte  White  (a)  must  govern 
this. 

Mr.  Keene,  contrct.  With  respect  to  the  sum  of 
84/.  14«.  4fd. — the  bill  of  costs  of  the  solicitors  was  in  their 
absence  taxed  by  the  Commissioners,  and  a  charge  of 
17/.  14«.  for  attending  a  meeting  at  Liverpool  was  dis- 
allowed by  the  Commissioners,  although  the  solicitors 
were  specially  requested  by  Dean  to  attend  such  meeting, 
and  were  obliged  to  take  a  journey  from  London  to 
Liverpool  for  that  purpose.  They  have  a  right  therefore 
to  deduct  the  amount  of  this  charge  from  the  balance 
claimed  of  84/.  149.  4d,  As  to  the  sum  of  400/., — the 
question  is,  whether,  as  this  money  was  received  under 
the  trust  deed,  and  the  solicitors  had  therefore  a  lien  on 
this  sum,  as  against  Dean  and  Wartoick  as  the  trustees 
under  that  deed.  Dean  and  Warwick  can  now  dispute 

(a)  See  anU,  p.  436. 
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this  lien,  and  claim  the  whole  sum  in  their  character  of       1841. 
assignees  under  the  bankruptcy.    As  they  originally  em-       ^"^^ 
ployed  the  solicitors  in  their  character  of  trustees  under        ^**^ 
the  deed  of  trust,  they  have  no  right  now  to  throw  off 
their  character  of  trustees,  and  claim  the  whole  of  the 
money  as  assignees. 

Sir  John  Cross. — This  is  a  petition  of  assignees 
calling  upon  the  solicitors  to  pay  over  to  them  a  sum  of 
money,  which  formed  part  of  the  bankrupt's  effects^  and 
which  was  received  by  the  solicitors  subsequently  to  the 
issuing  of  the  fiat,  as  well  as  a  sum  of  84/.  145.  4fd., 
which  the  assignees  claim  as  a  balance  on  an  account 
stated,  after  allowing  the  solicitors  the  whole  amount  of 
their  costs  as  taxed  by  the  Commissioners.    That  is  the 
state  of  the  case.    There  is  no  dispute  that  the  4002.  was 
received  by  the  solicitors  after  the  bankruptcy ;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  money  so  received  by  them  can  be 
retained  by  them  against  the  assignees,  in  satisfaction  of 
a  debt  due  to  the  solicitors  before  the  bankruptcy  from 
the  assignees  in  their  then  character  of  trustees  under  a 
trust  deed.     The  solicitors  allege,  that  they  were  profes- 
sionally retained  in  various  matters  relating  to  the  pre- 
paration and  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  trust;  and  if  what 
they  state  is  correct,  there  is  no  doubt  but  that  they  have 
a  right  to  be  paid  by  some  person  or  other.     But  the 
question  I  have  now  to  decide  is  a  pure  question  of  law, 
as  to  the  administration  of  the  effects  of  the  bankrupts. 
The  deed  of  assignment  was  void  altogether ;  but  this 
does  not  impair  the  right  of  the  solicitors  to  sue  the  party 
who  employed  them  to  prepare  it.     It  is  another  ques- 
tion, however,  whether  they  have  a  right  to  pay  them- 
selves with  the  monies  they  have  received  under  this  fiat; 
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and  I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  that  they  have  no  such  right. 
This  sum  of  400/.  therefore  cannot  be  retained  by  them, 
but  must  be  paid  over  to  the  assignees.  As  to  the  sum 
of  84Z.  148. 4fd., — it  is  equally  clear  that  this  is  the  balance 
of  an  account  which  has  been  settled  and  allowed  by  the 
Commissioners,  who  disallowed  their  charge  for  17Z.  14*., 
which  they  now  claim  to  deduct  from  this  last  mentioned 
sum.  The  Order  must  therefore  be  as  prayed,  for  the 
pajrment  by  the  solicitors  of  the  two  sums  of  4O0L  and 
841.  14«.  M. 

Order  as  prayed. 


jSw,  **"  Ex  parte  Mexton.— In  the  matter  of  Procter 

Deember  13. 

Where  a  party    XHIS  was  a  petition  to  Stay  the  bankrupt's  certificate, 

bai  not  come  m 

ai  a  creditor  UQ.  under  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  130.,  on  the  ground  that  he 

canDot  petition    had  lost  201.  in  one  day  by  wagering.    The  charge 

tificate.  ^  ^^'  agdnst  him  was,  that  he  had  laid  and  lost  a  wager  of 

SOL  that  he  would  run  a  certain  distance  in  a  given  time. 


Mr.  Keene  was  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Chandless,  contra,  objected  to  the  petitioner  being 
heard,  as  he  had  not  come  in  as  a  creditor  under  the  fiat. 
In  Ex  parte  Dodson  (a),  the  Court  refused  to  stay  a  cer- 
tificate, upon  the  petition  of  a  creditor  who  had  not 
come  in  under  the  commission,  and  who  had  the  means 
of  trying  the  validity  of  the  certificate  at  law. 


Mr.  Keene,  in  reply.    Although  a  creditor  has  proved 

(a)  Buck,  225. 
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for  a  debt  that  does  not  amount  to  SOL,  or  has  only  en-        1841. 
tered  a  claim  under  the  fiat,  he  can  petition  to  stay  the       ^^    ^ 
certificate ;  and  it  appears  that  although  a  creditor  has      Mbxton. 
had  his  proof  rejected  by  the  Commissioners,  he  is  not 
thereby  prevented  from  petitioning  to  stay  the  certificate, 
as  well  as  to  prove  his  debt ;  JEx  parte  Pearse  (a). 

The  Court,  however,  decided  in  favour  of  the  objec- 
tion. 

Petition  dismissed. 

(a)  MonL  &  B.  262. 


Ex  parte  George  Thomas  Robert  Reynal  and  others. 
— In  the  matter  of  Frederick  Gyb  and  Richard  Court  rf  Bank- 

ruptey.  Baring' 

Hughes.  haii  stre§t, 

Auguit* 

The  petitioners  in  this  case  had  obtained  an  Order  of  Thebankrupu 

*■  purchased  cer- 

the  Court  of  Review,  declaring  them  to  be  equitable  uin  copyhold 

property,  with 

mortgagees  of  certain  property,  called  Vauxhall  Gar-  Ttnoas  fixtures 
dens;  which  Order  contained  the  usual  directions  for  which  were,  in' 
the  sale  of  the  property,  and  for  an  account  to  be  taken  asbetwee^nlaod- 
of  what  was  due  to  the  petitioners,  and  that  in  case  the  ^  ^*i"J  J*on°*' 
Commissioner  should  find  that  any  part  of  the  property  o^X^b^lefit 
was  claimed  by  the  assignees,  either  as  part  of  the  per-  ^,^[J|j|^*'^jg  ^^5[ 
sonal  estate  of  the  bankrupts,  or  as  being  in  their  pos-  ^i^^  '*>«  P">- 

'^    '  °  '^         perty,  together 

session,  order,  or  disposition  at  the  time  of  their  bank-  with  all  these 

fixtures,  de- 

ruptcy,  the  Commissioner  was  to  state  that  fact,  and  scribing  them 

1  ,.     .  n  1  •  .  .        n  1  t     precisely  in  the 

keep  a  distinct  account  of  the  monies  arising  from  the  sale  words  used  in 

the  purchase 
deed.    After  the  mortgage,  they  erected  on  the  premises  some  other  fixtures  of  the  like 
nature,  and  continued  in  the  possession  of  the  whole  property  up  to  the  period  of  their  bank- 


ruptcy. Held,  that  all  these  fixtures  passed  to  the  mortgagees,  aa  parcel  of  the  mortgaged 
esute,  and  were  not  to  be  com idered  as  goods  or  chattels  in  the  onur  and  disposition  of  the 
bankrupts  at  the  time  of  their  bankruptcy,  within  the  meaning  of  the  72d  section  of  the 
6  Geo.  4.  c.  16. 
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1 841  •       of  the  property  so  claimed.   When  the  matter  came  before 
2r^^^       the  learned  Commissioner,  the  assignees  claimed  certain 

£z  ptrte 

l^.^i*  fixtures  on  the  mortgaged  property,  as  being  goods  and 
chattels  in  the  possession,  order,  and  disposition  of  the 
bankrupts  at  the  time  of  their  bankruptcy,  by  the  conr 
sent  and  permission  of  the  true  owner,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  72d  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.;  and 
both  parties  agreed  to  abide  by  the  decision  of  the 
Commissioner,  as  to  their  respective  rights  to  the  pro- 
perty in  question.  The  material  facts  of  the  case,  and 
the  arguments  of  counsel,  are  fully  gone  into  by  the 
learned  Commissioner  in  his  judgment 

Mr.  Archbold  appeared  for  the  petitioners. 

Mr.  Keene  for  the  assignees. 

Mr.  Commissioner  Holroyd. — In  this  case  the  equi- 
table mortgagees  of  certain  copyhold  property,  and  the 
assignees  of  the  bankrupts,  have  agreed  to  submit  to  my 
decision  upon  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties  to  cer- 
tain trade  and  tenant's  fixtures,  claimed  on  the  one  hand 
by  the  mortgagees,  as  passing  to  them  under  their  mort- 
gage, and  on  the  other  hand  by  the  assignees  of  the 
bankrupts,  as  part  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
bankrupts,  or  as  being  in  their  order  and  disposition  at 
the  time  of  the  bankruptcy. 

Messrs.  Gye  and  Hughes^  the  bankrupts,  were  the 
proprietors  of  Vauxhall  Gardens.  They  purchased  the 
property  of  Mr.  Barrett  in  March  1825.  The  property 
was  copyhold,  held  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  Ken- 
nington. 
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The  deed  of  covenant,  under  which  the  purchase  is  1841. 
made,  recites  the  agreement  for  sale  of  the  said  copyhold  p^  ^^ 
hereditaments,  together  with  all  the  fixtures,  scenery,  ^^^^ 
paintings,  tables,  benches,  and  every  other  article  and 
thing  belonging  to  Barrett,  in  and  about  the  said  gar- 
dens. This  recital  is  followed  by  a  covenant  to  sur« 
render  all  that  substantial  brick  dwelling-house,  called 
Spring  Garden  House,  with  the  gardens  thereto  belong- 
ing or  adjoining,  usually  called  or  known  by  the  name 
of  Vauxhall  Gardens,  and  a  piece  of  ground  in  the 
occupation  of  a  Mr.  Solomonson  as  tenant,  and  also  all 
that  piece  or  parcel  of  ground  called  the  Coachfieldi  and 
the  workshop,  sheds,  icehouse,  great  room,  orchestra, 
covered  walks,  open  walks,  ways,  passages,  pavilions, 
boxes,  and  spring  gardens,  yards,  and  pond,  and  also  an 
aqueduct  to  supply  the  said  pond  at  Vauxhall  creek. 
Some  other  premises  are  then  mentioned,  "  together 
with  all  timber  and  timberlike  trees  standing  or  growing 
in  or  upon  the  said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  and 
all  other  the  appurtenances  to  the  said  premises  belong- 
ing. 

By  indenture  made  on  the  S7th  November  1826,  the 
bankrupts  covenant  to  surrender  the  above  mentioned 
property  to  Mr.  Reynal  and  others,  by  way  of  mortgage, 
to  secure  to  them  a  loan  of  7000/.,  with  interest.  On 
the  28th  November  1826,  a  like  covenant  is  made  to 
secure  a  further  sum  of  7000/. ;  and  on  the  29th  November 
1826,  a  like  covenant  to  secure  a  further  sum  of  8000/. 

Surrenders  were  made  in  1827,  but  no  admission; 
Messrs.  Reynal  and  others  are  therefore  equitable  mort- 
gagees. 

In  the  mortgage  deeds  the  same  words  are  used  in 

VOL.  II.  H  n 
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1841.        describing  the  property,  as  are  found  in  the  conveying 
Ez  Mfte       P*'*  ^^  ^^  purchase  deed. 

J^J!^  Gye  and  Hughes  continued  in  possession  of  the  pro- 

perty to  the  time  of  their  bankruptcy. 

At  the  time  of  the  purchase  by  Gye  and  Hughes^ 
there  were  various  effects  upon  the  premises,  which,  if 
erected  by  a  tenant,  would  come  under  the  denomination 
d[  trade  fixtures,  and  tenant  s  fixtures.    All  these  Gye 
and  Hughes  took  under  their  purchase  deed.     An  in- 
ventory has  been  made  of  the  fixtures  and  effects  upon 
the  premises.    They  consist  of  stoves,  grates,  bells,  a 
gasometer,  retort  houses,  and  gas  fitdngs,  steam  engine 
and  saw  mill,  and  other  things  which  might  be  removed 
without  injuring  the  fireehold ;  and  which,  in  case  of  a 
sale  to  a  purchaser,  with  an  agreement  to  take  the  fix- 
tares  at  a  valuation,  or  as  between  an  outgoing  and 
incoming  tenant,  would  be  valued.     There  are  some  few 
things  in  the  inventory,  which  appear  by  the  evidence 
adduced  not  to  be  fixed  at  all,  nor  ever  to  have  been 
fixed.     Respecting  these,  there  can  be  no  question  but 
that  they  pass  to  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupts.     Most 
of  the  articles  in  the  inventory  are  described  by  Mr. 
Ventam^  who  was  examined  in  behalf  of  the  assignees, 
as  tenant's  fixtures,  or  as  trade  fixtures,  capable  of 
removal  without  injury  to  the  fireehold.     Some  other 
things  are  described  as  being  loose,  but  appear  to  have 
belonged  to,  and  to  have  been  taken  firom,  things  which 
were  fixed.      Some  few  things  are  described  by  Mr. 
Hopkins,  who   was  examined  for  the  mortgagees,  as 
being  permanently  fixed  to  the  freehold,  and  not  capable 
of  removal  without  injuring  the  freehold, — as  the  forge 
in  the  smith's  shop,  and  the  balloon  hall.    But,  for  the 


■\ 
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purpose  of  deciding  the  present  question,  I  think  we        1841. 
may  take  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Ventom.  ^T^'^^ 

The  material  question  between  the  parties  is,  whether  ^'^I|^^ 
those  articles  which  Mr.  Ventom  calls  tenants'  fixtures 
and  trade  fixtures,  and  which,  he  says,  could  be  removed 
without  injury  to  the  freehold,  pass  to  the  mortgagees 
under  the  mortgage  deed,  or  to  the  assignees  of  the 
bankrupts,  as  part  of  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of 
the  bankrupts,  or  as  being  in  the  order  and  disposition 
of  the  bankrupts  at  the  time  of  their  bankruptcy. 
Now  all  these  fixtures,  except  the  gasometer,  retort 
houses,  gas  fittings,  the  balloon  hall,  and  the  steam 
engine  and  saw  mill,  were  upon  the  premises  at  the  time 
of  the  mortgage,  and  were  taken  by  Cfye  and  Hughe» 
under  their  purchase  deed.  The  fixtures  last  mentioned 
have  been  put  up  by  the  bankrupts  since  the  mortgage* 

The  money  borrowed  of  the  mortgagees  was  wanted 
for,  and  applied  to,  the  purchase  of  the  property. 

The  question  of  order  and  disposition  does  not,  I 
think,  arise  in  this  case ;  because  the  clause  72  of  6  Geo. 
4.  c.  16.,  relating  to  order  and  disposition,  clearly  ap- 
plies only  to  goods  and  chattels.  No  goods  and  chat* 
tels,  eo  nomine^  are  included  in  the  mortgage  deeds. 
The  words  used  in  the  mortgage  deed,  in  addition  to 
those  which  are  descriptive  of  the  houses  and  land,  are 
^'  the  workshops,  sheds,  icehouses,  great  room,  orchestra, 
covered  walks,  open  walks,  ways,  passages,  pavilions, 
boxes,  and  spring  gardens,  yards,  and  ponds,  and  also 
an  aqueduct  to  supply  the  said  pond  from  Vauxhall 
Creek."  Some  articles  in  some  of  the  above  workshops, 
sheds,  great  room,  orchestra,  &c.  fixe  claimed  by  the 
assignees ;  but  the  workshops,  &c.,  themselves  are  ad- 

H  H  2 
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1841.        mitted  to  be  part  of  the  mortgaged  estate.    The  articles 
^T^^^       in  question  therefore  must  either  pass  to  the  mortgagees, 

£z  parte 

R»YNAL  as  part  of  the  estate  to  which  they  are  annexed, — or  to 
the  assignees,  as  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  bank- 
rupts. Any  articles  which,  though  loose,  have  been 
disunited  without  leave  or  the  knowledge  of  the  mort- 
gagees, must  I  think  follow  the  fixtures.  They  cannot 
be  considered  as  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bank- 
rupts, with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner.  The  term 
"  fixtures,"  as  observed  by  Mr.  Baron  Parke  in  the  case 
o(  Hallen  v.  Runder(a)y  to  which  I  shall  presently  refer 
more  particularly,  has  now  acquired  the  peculiar  mean- 
ing of  personal  chattels  which  have  been  annexed  to  the 
freehold,  but  which  are  removable  at  the  will  of  the 
person  who  has  annexed  them.  Most  of  the  articles 
in  question  are  things  of  this  description,  or  what  are 
ordinarily  called  tenant's  fixtures,  and  could  be  removed 
without  injuring  the  freehold.  Now  the  general  rule 
relating  to  the  right  to  fixtures  is  that  which  prevails 
between  the  heir  and  executor ;  and,  as  between  them, 
the  articles  in  question  would,  I  think,  go  to  the  heir. 
All  the  other  cases,  as  to  landlords  and  tenants,  and 
execution  creditors,  are  mere  exceptions  in  favor  of  trade. 
By  a  conveyance  therefore  of  a  freehold  house  containing 
fixtures,  as  stoves,  grates,  kitchen  ranges,  closets,  &c., 
where  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  a  contrary  intention, 
the  fixtures  will  pass  with  the  house,  and  be  considered 
as  part  of  the  freehold  (&).  In  that  case  Mr.  Justice 
Bayley  says,  ^'  in  the  case  of  an  heir  selling  a  house 
which  descends  to  him,  in  the  absence  of  any  express 
stipulation,  he  would  be  taken  to  sell  it  as  it  came  to  him, 

(o)  3  Tyrw.  959.  (6)  CoUgrave  ▼.  Dial  Santos,  2  B.  &  Cr.  76. 


■> 
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and  the  fixtures  would  pass."     It  seems  to  me,  that  the        1841. 
same  rule  must  prevail,  in  the  case  of  a  purchaser  of  an       Expaite 
estate  mortgaging  the  estate  which  he  purchased — that,       ^/^X^^ 
in  the  absence  of  any  express  stipulation,  he  would  be 
taken  to  mortgage  it  as  it  came  to  him,  and  that  the  fix- 
tures would  pass.     In  this  respect,  a  mortgagee  must,  I 
think,  be  considered  as  a  purchaser,  to  the  amount  of  his 
charge  upon  the  estate. 

In  the  present  case,  most  of  the  fixtures  in  question 
came  to  the  bankrupts  under  their  purchase  deed  as 
part  of  the  estate,  and  the  very  same  words  are  used  in 
the  mortgage  deed  as  are  found  in  the  purchase  deed ;  but 
the  assignees  contend,  that  under  the  mortgage  deed, 
these  fixtures  are  not  to  be  treated  as  parcel  of  the  estate, 
but  as  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  bankrupts.  I  can- 
not come  to  this  conclusion.  1  am  of  opinion,  that  all 
the  fixtures  upon  the  premises  at  the  time  of  the  mort- 
gage, and  those  also  which  have  been  erected  since  by 
the  mortgagors,  pass  to  the  mortgagees,  as  parcel  of  the 
mortgaged  estate.  I  should  not  have  thought  it  neces- 
sary to  do  more  than  express  my  opinion  upon  this  case, 
in  conformity  with  most  of  the  cases  that  have  occupied 
the  attention  of  the  Courts  upon  this  point,  but  that  I 
find  in  the  latest  case  before  the  Court  of  Review,  JEx 
parte  King  (a),  the  learned  judges,  after  time  taken  to 
consider,  were  divided  in  opinion ;  but,  after  an  attentive 
consideration  of  the  judgments  given  in  that  case,  the 
opinion  which  I  have  formed  upon  the  point  submitted 
for  my  decision  is  not  in  any  way  shaken.  I  have  always 
considered,  that  personal  chattels  fixed  to  the  freehold 
become  parcel  of  the  freehold ;  but,  if  fixed  by  a  person 
having  a  particular  interest  in  the  freehold  as  a  termor, 

(a)  1  Mont.  D.  &  I).  119. 
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1641.  and  capable  of  removal  without  iiquring  the  freehold, 
£z  parte  *^®  termor  may  disunite  them.  A  mortgagor  in  poaaea- 
■S'Lllt.  ^^^^  ^^*  ^^  ^y  opii^ioi^i  no  such  interest  in  the  premises, 
as  will  enable  him  to  exercise  this  right  of  a  tenant  for 
years.  He  only  holds  possession  of  the  land  by  the 
permission  of  the  mortgagee,  who  may,  by  ejectment, 
without  giving  any  notice,  recover  against  him.  In  this 
respect,  it  is  said,  the  estate  of  a  mortgagor  is  inferior  to 
that  of  a  tenant  at  will.  Although  judges  have  found  it 
difficult  to  describe  in  proper  terms  the  relation  of  mort- 
gagor in  possession  and  mortgagee,  yet  I  think  it  clear, 
from  all  the  cases,  that  a  mortgagee,  who  merely  receives 
his  interest  from  the  mortgagor  in  possession,  may  at 
any  time  eject  the  mortgagor,  and  that  such  mortgagor 
can  do  nothing  to  prejudice  the  mortgagee,  without  his 
consent  (a). 

I  will  now  refer  to  some  of  the  principal  authorities 
upon  the  point  in  dispute. 

In  Bacon's  Abr.  Executor,  H.  3,  the  law  is  thus  laid 
down : — If  a  man  erects  a  furnace  in  the  middle  of  a  floor, 
though  it  doth  not  depend  upon  any  wail,  yet  it  goes  to 
the  heir  with  the  land,  and  not  to  the  executor  as  a 
chattel ;  for  it  is  to  be  esteemed  parcel  of  the  house, 
there  placed  on  purpose  by  the  ancestor  to  descend  as 
the  law  would  carry  it;  citing  21  H.  7.  26,27 ;  Keilw. 
88.  But  if  a  person,  who  hath  a  particular  interest  in 
the  house,  doth  annex  any  thing  to  the  same  for  the 
benefit  of  his  own  trade,  he  may  disunite  during  the 
continuance  of  that  interest,  if  it  may  be  done  without 
any  destruction  or  disadvantage  to  the  freehold;  and 

(o)  See  Doe  v.  Mai^y,  8  B.  &  C.  767  ;  Pope  v.  Biggs,  9  B.  &  C.  263 ; 
Doe  V.  Cadwallader,  2  B.  &  Ad.  473  ;  Doe  v.  William,  5  Ad.  &  El.  297  ; 
and  Evans  v.  Elliott,  9  Ad.  &  £1.  342. 
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therefore  if  a  dyer^  being  a  termor  for  years,  erects  a        1841. 
furnace  in  the  middle  of  the  floor  not  affixed  to  any  wall,       ^T^^ 

^  '         Ex  parte 

he  may  take  it  down  during  his  term;  because  such       Rkynal 

and  oiboii* 
trader  erects  for  the  use  of  his  trade,  and  is  oumer  both 

of  the  floor  and  the  furnace,  and  it  may  be  disunited  and 

altered  without  prejudice  to  the  landlord.    20  H.  7.  13 ; 

21  H.  7.  27;  Owen,  70,  71. 

In  a  modern  case  of  Lyde  v.  Russell  {a),  the  law,  as 
thus  laid  down  was  recognized,  and  followed ;  it  was 
there  held,  that  the  property  in  fixtures  put  up  by  a 
tenant,  and  which  would  be  in  the  tenant  if  he  removed 
them  during  the  term,  vests  in  the  landlord,  on  the  de- 
termination of  the  term,  as  parcel  of  the  freehold. 

In  Ryal  v.  Rowles{b),  in  which  case  there  were 
several  mortgages,  one  was  a  mortgage  of  a  house  and 
brewhouse  and  aU  the  coppers  and  utensils  in  trade.  In 
speaking  of  this  mortgage,  Lord  Hardwiche  6ay8(c), 
"  The  mortgage  of  Tomkins  is  of  a  double  nature,  of  a 
lease  of  the  house,  with  the  fixed  and  moveable  goods. 
As  to  the  fixed,  there  is  no  title  to  remove  them  till  the 
mortgage  is  satisfied ;  for  though  they  might  be  seized, 
according  to  Poole's  case  {d\  yet  where  a  trader  erects 
fixtures  to  his  house,  and  leases  it,  neither  he  nor  any 
other  can  remove  them  during  the  term,  any  more  than 
he  can  cut  down  trees  during  the  term  he  had  leased, 
if  they  are  part  of  the  lease  and  not  excepted  thereout ; 
those  which  are  not  fixed  will  be  liable  to  the  seizure  in 
a  lease  of  the  house  with  the  moveables ;  the  whole  rent 
issuing  out  of  the  house,  and  not  out  of  the  chattels. 
6  Co.  17;  Dyer,  212  b/' 

And,  again,  Lord  Hardwiche,  in  his  judgment  in  the 

(a)  1  B.  &  Ad.  396.  (c)  1  Ves.  361. 

(6)  1  Ves.  W  1  Salk.  368. 
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1841.       same  case,  Bays  (a),—'' As  to  the  mortgages  of  lands 
^^^"^^       and  fixtures,  they  are  not  afiected  by  the  act  of  par- 
^^IHuJl      1**™^"^  (meaning  the  clauses  relating  to  reputed  owner- 
ship) ;  but  what  is  affected  by  the  direction  therein  is 
the  assignment  to  Stevens  relating  to  any  utensils  not 
fixed  to  the  freehold." 

In  £Jx  parte  Quincy  (b).  Lord  Hardvncke,  from  the 
report  of  that  case,  appears  to  have  said,  **  If  a  man  sells 
a  house  where  there  is  a  copper,  or  a  brewhouse  where 
there  are  utensils,  unless  there  were  some  consideration 
given  for  them,  and  a  valuation  set  upon  them,  they 
would  not  pass."  This  point,  however,  was  not  decided 
by  Lord  Hardwicke ;  and  the  dictum  seems  to  be  at 
variance  with  his  lordship's  observations  in  Ryal  v. 
Rawles.  The  opinion,  therefore,  expressed  by  Lord 
Hardwicke  in  £Jx  parte  Quincy  cannot  have  the  weight 
that  would  belong  to  a  judicial  decision  of  that  very 
learned  judge.  The  dictum  too  is  not  supported  by  any 
case  at  law ;  but  on  the  contrary,  in  Colegrave  v.  Dios 
Santos  (c),  it  was  expressly  decided,  that  by  a  convey- 
ance of  a  freehold  house  containing  fixtures,  such  as 
stoves,  grates,  kitchen  ranges,  &c.,  where  there  is  no- 
thing to  indicate  a  contrnry  intention,  the  fixtures  will 
pass  with  the  house,  and  be  considered  as  part  of  the 
freehold. 

In  the  case  of  Elwes  v.  Maw  (rf),  Lord  Ellenhorougk 
says,  *^  Questions  respecting  the  right  to  what  are  ordi- 
narily called  fixtures  principally  arise  between  three 
classes  of  persons.  First,  between  different  descriptions 
of  representatives  of  the  same  owner  of  the  inheritance; 
namely,  between  his  heir  and  executor.     In  this  first 

(a)  1  Ves.  375.  (r)  2  B.  &  C.  76. 

(6)  1  Atk.477.  {d)  3  East,  38. 
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case,  that  is,  as  between  the  heir  and  executor,  the  rule        lS4i\. 
obtains  in  most  rigour  in  favour  of  the  inheritance,  and       £j^  p^^^^ 
against  the  right  to  disannex  therefrom,  and  to  consider     ^S^othen. 
as  a  personal  chattel  any  thing  which  has  been  affixed 
thereto.     Secondly,  between  the  executor  of  tenant  for 
life,  or  in  tail,  and  the  remainderman  or  reversioner ;  in 
which  case  the  right  to  fixtures  is  considered  more 
favourably  for  executors,  than   in  the  preceding  case 
between  heir  and  executor.     The  third  case,  and  that 
in  which  the  greatest  latitude  and  indulgence  has  always 
been  allowed  in  favour  of  the  claim  to  have  any  parti- 
cular articles  considered  as  personal  chattels,  as  against 
the  claim  in  respect  of  freehold  or  inheritance,  is  the 
case  between  landlord  and  tenant.*' 

Colegrave  v.  Dios  Santos  (a)  decides,  that,  as  between 
the  heir  and  executor,  fixtures  commonly  so  called,  but 
removeable  as  between  landlord  and  tenant,  would  be 
considered  as  parcel  of  the  freehold,  and  belong  to  the 
heir.  Lord  Tenterden,  in  that  case,  says,  "  The  rule  of 
law  is  most  strict  between  the  heir  and  the  executor. 
According  to  that  rule,  the  articles  in  the  two  first 
classes  mentioned  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  (the  articles 
in  one  of  these  classes  being  tenant's  fixtures),  would 
be  considered  as  parcel  of  the  freehold."  JBayley,  J., 
and  JBestf  J.,  express  similar  opinions. 

In  Hubbard  v.  Bagshawijb)  the  Vice-Chancellor  says, 
'^  The  general  rule  is,  that  whatever  is  affixed  to  the 
freehold,  whether  by  the  tenant  or  not,  shall  remain, 
and  not  be  removed  by  the  tenant,  but  be  part  of  the 
freehold  ;  Co.  Litt.  53  a.  One  exception  to  the  rule  is 
the  case  where  the  tenant,  for  the  purposes  of  trade, 
does,  at  his  own  expense,  erect  buildings  or  affix  ma- 

(a)  2  B.  &  C.  76.  (6)  4  Sim.  326. 
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1841.  chinery.  In  that  case  he  may  remove  them  during  the 
Ex  parte  *®"" »  ^^^  Dudley  V.  Lord  Ward  (a) ;  PeiUcm  v.  Bo^ 
md^^w.  *^'(*)*  ^^^  ^^  *^^*  ^^*  ^^  *®  *^  "^^  observed,  that  the 
steam  engine  was  erected  before  the  mortgage  was  made ; 
and  that  Messrs.  Sharp,  the  mortgagors,  were,  in  point  of 
law,  merely  tenants  at  will  to  the  plaintifis,  the  mort- 
gagees, part  of  whose  fee-simple  estate  was  the  steam 
engine.  The  law,  therefore,  regarding  the  right  of  the 
tenant  to  remove  machinery  put  up  by  him,  and  the 
evidence  before  the  master  as  to  the  local  custom  autho- 
rizing tenants  to  remove  machinery,  are  not  applicable  to 
the  present  case.  In  Horn  v.  Baker  {c),  Horn  and 
Jackeon  were  in  possession,  as  tenants,  of  a  distillery 
house,  wherein  there  were  stills  set  in  brickwork,  and 
let  into  the  ground.  Horn  and  Jackeon  became  bank- 
rupts. The  stills  had  not  been  set  up  by  them ;  and,  in 
an  action  by  the  reversioner  against  the  assignees,  it 
was  held  that,  because  the  stills  were  fixed  to  the  freehold, 
they  did  not  pass  to  the  assignees,  but  that  the  vats  did 
pass  to  the  assignees  on  account  of  the  reputed  owner- 
ship. That  case  shows  that,  as  between  the  assignees  in 
bankruptcy  of  the  tenant  and  the  reversioneri  the  assig- 
nees could  not  become  entitled  to  the  steam  engine ;  and 
the  same  point  was  in  effect  decided  in  Myall  v. 
Bowles  {d) ;  and  the  case  of  Steward  v.  Lombe{e)  is  a 
strong  decision,  though  not  exactly  of  the  same  point. 

The  case  of  Horn  v.  Baker,  referred  to  and  observed 
upon  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  Hubbard  v^  Bagshaw,  is 
one  of  the  leading  cases  upon  the  point.  Sir  George 
Rose,  in  Ex  parte  King  (/)  before  referred  to,  seems  to 

(a)  Amb.  113.  (d)  1  Ver.  375. 

(6)  2  East,  88.  (e)  1  Brod.  &  Bing.  506. 

(c)  9  East,  215.  (/  )  1  Mont.  Dea.  &  D.  1 19. 
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think  that  the  vats,  which  were  held  to  pass  to  the        1841. 

assignees  by  virtue  of  the  reputed  ownership,  were  also       ^"^^ 

fixtures  as  much  annexed   to  the  building  as  srates.       Rbynal 
,  ,    M  -o  1      ,  ®  *  '      and  0U16IB. 

coppers,  and  boilers.     But,  with  the  greatest  deference 

to  that  learned  judge,  I  cannot  think,  either  from  the 
statement  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  or  from  the  judgment, 
that  they  were  in  any  way  fixed.  The  statement  is,  that 
they  were  supported  by,  and  rested  upon,  brickwork  and 
timber,  but  were  not  fixed  in  the  ground.  The  stills 
are  stated  to  be  set  in  brickwork,  and  let  into  the 
ground.  It  does  not  appear,  that  the  vats  were  set 
in  brick  and  mortar,  but  merely  that  they  were  sup- 
ported by,  and  rested  upon,  brickwork  and  timber. 
The  brickwork  upon  which  the  vats  stood  might  have 
been  let  into  the  ground,  but  the  vats  themselves  were 
not,  as  it  appears  to  me,  fixed  to  the  brickwork.  I  con- 
sider from  the  statement,  that  the  vats  were  supported 
merely  by  pressure  on  the  brickwork ;  they  rested  by 
their  own  weight  on  the  brick  foundation.  These  vats, 
therefore,  were  no  more  fixtures  than  the  wooden  bam, 
for  which  trover  was  held  to  lie,  in  the  case  of  Wans- 
brough  v.  Maton  (a),  which  was  erected  by  a  tenant  on  a 
foundation  of  brick  and  stone,  the  foundation  being  let 
into  the  ground,  but  the  barn  resting  upon  it  by  weight 
alone.  Rex  v.  Otley  (b)  was  decided  on  the  same 
ground,  as  to  a  mill  made  of  wood  which  had  a  founda- 
tion of  brick,  but  the  wood  work  was  not  inserted  in  the 
brick  foundation,  but  rested  upon  it  by  its  own  weight 
alone.  Bat/ley  J.  says,  ''It  is  not  parcel  of  the  free- 
hold, unless  it  be  affixed  to  it,  or  to  something  previously 
connected  with  it.  Here  the  mill  was  not  affixed  to  the 
land,  but  merely  rested  on  a  foundation  of  brick."     And 

(a)  4  Ad.  &  £1.  884.  (6)  1  B.  &  Ad.  161. 
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1841.        Parke  J.  says,  "here  the  windmill  rested  merely  upon 


Ex  parte       the  brick  foundation,  without  being  annexed  to  it  by 

and  otberi.     cement. 

In  Lee  v.  Risdon  (a),  Lord  Chief  Justice  Gibbs  says : 
"  The  right  between  landlord  and  tenant  does  not  alto- 
gether depend  upon  the  principle,  that  the  articles  con- 
tinue in  the  state  of  chattels ;  many  of  these  articles, 
though  originally  goods  and  chattels,  yet  when  affixed 
by  a  tenant  to  the  freehold,  cease  to  be  goods  and  chat- 
tels by  becoming  part  of  the  freehold ;  and  though  it  is 
in  his  power  to  reduce  them  to  the  state  of  goods  and 
chattels  again,  by  severing  them  during  his  term,  yet 
until  they  are  severed,  they  are  a  part  of  the  freehold ; 
as  wainscots  screwed  to  the  wall,  trees  in  a  nursery 
ground,  which,  when  severed,  are  chattels,  but  standing, 
are  part  of  the  freehold,  certain  grates,  and  the  like. 
And,  unless  the  lessee  uses  during  his  term  his  continu- 
ing privilege  to  sever  them,  he  cannot  afterwards  do  it ; 
and  it  never,  I  believe,  was  heard  of,  that  trover  could 
be  afterwards  brought ;  and  what  my  brother  Burrougk 
suggests  to  me  is  very  true,  that  felony  cannot  be  com- 
mitted of  these  things ;  for  if  a  thief  severs  a  copper, 
and  instantly  carries  it  off,  it  is  no  felony  at  common 
law  (i) :  if,  indeed,  he  lets  it  remain  after  it  is  severed  any 
time,  then  the  removal  of  it  becomes  a  felony,  if  he 
comes  back  and  takes  it."  Lord  Tenterden^  in  giving 
his  judgment  in  CoUgrave  v.  Dias  Santas,  cites  this 
opinion  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Gibbs,  on  the  power  of 
tenants  to  remove  fixtures,  and  that  trover  would  not  lie 
for  them.  The  same  was  also  decided  in  Lyde  v.  Rus- 
sell(c).     It  was  decided  hy  Lee  y.  Risdon  {a),  that  the 

(a)  7TaaDt.  191. 

(6)  By  7  &  8  Geo.  4.  c.  29.  s.  44.,  this  is  now  declared  to  be  a  felony. 

(c)  1  B.  &  Ad.  394.    See  also  Avery  v.  Che$$lyn,  3  Ad.  &  £1.  75. 
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price  of  fixtures  could  not  be  recovered  under  a  declara-  1841- 
tion  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  In  Hallen  v.  Run-  ^  ^6 
der  (a),  the  same  point  was  decided  in  the  same  way ;  a^'othen. 
but  in  that  case,  the  landlord  having  agreed  to  buy  the 
fixtures  of  the  tenant,  it  was  held  that  the  price  might 
be  recovered,  as  for  fixtures  and  effects  bargained  and 
sold.  And  Bayley  J.  there  observes  upon  the  distinc- 
tion between  the  owner  of  the  inheritance,  and  a  person 
of  a  lesser  interest,  being  the  owner  of  the  fixtures ;  if 
the  former,  his  lordship  says :  ''  The  fixtures  would  be 
parcel  of  his  freehold,  so  as  not  to  be  liable  to  be  taken 
as  goods  and  chattels  under  a  fi.  fa.  against  the  tenant. 
Here  they  ceased  to  be  the  property  of  the  reversioner, 
having  been  originally  sold  to  the  termor,  with  whom 
the  defendant  has  bargained  to  take  them.  And  Lord 
Lyndhta-st,  in  that  case(i),  assents  to  the  distinction 
pointed  out  by  Bayley  i.  In  Trappes  v.  Harteric), 
Lord  Lyndhurstf  in  his  judgment  upon  that  case,  also 
adverts  to  the  same  ground  of  distinction ;  his  lordship 
says :  "  The  machinery  belonged  to  the  partnership,  as 
they  had  the  legal  estate  in  it.  With  respect  to  the 
mortgage  deed, — that  was  executed,  not  by  the  partners 
generally,  but  only  by  that  portion  of  them  who  had  the 
legal  estate  in  the  buildings  and  land.'*  Winn  v.  Ingil" 
by  (</)  was  decided  on  the  same  ground.  In  Lawton  v. 
Salmon  (e),  Lord  Mansfield  takes  the  same  distinction. 
His  lordship  says :  '*  It  would  have  been  a  difierent 
question,  if  the  springs  had  been  let,  and  the  tenant  had 
been  at  the  expense  of  erecting  these  salt  works ;  he 
might  very  well  have  said, '  I  leave  the  estate  no  worse 
than  I  found  it.'    That  would  be  for  the  encouragement 

(a)  3  Tyrwh.  960.  (c)  3  Tyrwh.  629.  (e)  1  H.  Bl.  269,  note. 

(6)  Ibid.  961.  (d)  5  B.  &  Aid.  625. 
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1841.       and  convenience  of  trade^  and  the  benefit  of  the  estate. 


•adotben. 


-  Mr.  Wilbraham,   in  his  opinion^  takes  the  distinction 

.5*Ikli  between  executor  and  tenant.  For  these  reasons,  we 
are  all  of  opinion,  that  the  salt  pans  must  go  to  the  heir." 
In  the  case  above  mentioned,  of  Halien  v.  Munder  (a), 
Mr.  Baron  Parke  says:  ''  When  chattels  are  fixed  to 
the  freehold  by  a  tenant,  they  become  part  of  it,  subject 
to  the  tenant's  right  to  separate  them  during  the  term, 
and  thus  convert  them  into  goods  and  chattels,  as  stated 
by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Gibbs  in  Lee  v.  Risdonib),  and 
the  very  able  work  of  Amos  and  Ferrard;  but  whilst 
annexed,  they  may  be  treated  for  some  purposes  as  chat* 
tels ;  for  instance,  in  the  execution  of  a  fi.  fa.,  they  may 
be  seized  and  sold,  as  falling  under  the  description  of 
goods  and  chattels  (c),  in  like  manner,  as  growing 
crops  of  corn,  or  other  fructus  industriales^  which  go  to 
the  executor,  and  to  which  they  bear  a  close  resemblance. 
The  case  above  cited,  however,  decides,  that  they  cannot 
be  treated  as  goods  in  an  action  for  the  price;  and 
although  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Pitt  v.  Shewed), 
they  were  held  to  fall  under  the  description  of  goods, 
chattels,  and  effects,  in  an  action  of  trespass,  we  cannot 
consider  that  previous  authority  overruled ;  because,  in 
the  latter  case,  it  is  probable,  that  the  articles  taken  had 
been  severed  from  the  freehold  before  the  sale  by  the 
defendant,  though  Lord  Chief  Justice  Abbott  certainly 
does  not  mention  that  circumstance  as  the  ground  of  the 
decision.  The  plaintiff  cannot  recover  the  price  fiji^ed 
for  these  effects,  as  for  goods  sold  and  delivered." 
Again,  in  Boydell  v.  M' Michael  (e),  Mr.  Baron  Parke 
says :  ''  I  confess  I  have  always  thought  it  clear,  since 
the  case  of  Horn  v.  Baker,  that  fixtures  were  not  goods 

(a)  3  Tyrwh.  960.      (c)  Pi»U*s  eat$,  I  Salk.  368.     (e)  S  Tyrwb.  960. 
(6)  7  TauDt  191.       (d)  4  B.  &  Aid.  206. 
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and  chattels  within  the  meaning  of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  \M\. 
8.  72.,  whether  the  bankrupt  mortgagor  had  been  owner  £^  ^ 
of  the  fee,  or  tenant  for  life  or  years.  If  they  were  fixed  ^l^^ 
to  the  freehold,  by  whomsoever  fixed,  I  have  always 
considered  that  they  were  parcel  of  it,  and  not  within 
the  statute  at  all,  and  uniformly  acted  upon  that  opinion. 
I  think  that  a  plain  and  convenient  rule.  The  real 
nature  of  a  tenant's  interest  in  fixtures  is  this :  he  may, 
if  he  has  purchased  them,  or  affixed  them  to  the  free- 
hold, remove  them  during  his  term,  and  that  right  has 
been  held  sufficient  to  justify  seizing  them  under  a  fi.  fa. 
issued  against  him,  in  the  same  way  that  Jructus  indus^ 
triales  may  be  seized ;  but  they  are  for  other  purposes^ 
and  particularly  within  the  meaning  of  this  statute, 
whilst  they  are  fixed  to  the  freehold,  not  goods  and 
chattels  at  all."  Mr.  Baron  Alderson  expressed  a  like 
opinion.  And  in  Coombs  v.  Beaumont  (a),  the  Court 
express  the  same  opinion,  recognizing  the  rule  laid 
down  in  Horn  v.  Baher^  and  holding  that  there  is  no 
distinction  in  this  respect  between  such  fixtures  as  would 
be  removeable  between  landlord  and  tenant,  and  such 
as  would  not.  In  addition  to  the  above  may  be  men- 
tioned the  cases  of  Ex  parte  Wilson  {b),  and  JEx  parte 
Belcker  (c),  and  the  opinion  of  Sir  John  Cross,  in  Ex 
parte  King  (rf). 

Mr.  CtUlen,  the  ablest  text  writer  on  the  law  of  bank- 
ruptcy, speaking  of  the  operation  of  the  section  in  the 
statute  as  to  reputed  ownership,  says,  *'  personal  chattels 
fixed  to  the  freehold,  which  are  looked  upon  as  part  of 
the  real  estate  to  which  they  are  annexed,  and  pass  by 

(o)  6  B.  &  Ad.  77. 

(6)  4  D.  &  Cb.  143 ;  and  2  M.  &  A.  61. 

(c)  4  D.  &  Ch.  703 ;  and  2  M.  &  A.  160. 

(d)  1  M.D.  &D.  119. 
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1841.  the  same  conveyance  with  it,  are,  in  relation  to  this  statute. 
Ex  paru  considered  upon  the  same  footing  with  real  estate  pro- 
^■^"/^  perly  so  called,  and  exempted  from  its  operation.  But 
it  is  otherwise  with  respect  to  moveable  goods  and  chattels, 
which  pass  by  delivery,  and  of  which  when  the  property 
is  transferred,  the  delivery  of  possession  is  generally  the 
strongest  and  most  essential  evidence."  It  appears  to 
me,  that  Mr.  Cullen  must  have  considered  all  fixtures  on 
the  same  footing.  A  contrary  doctrine  would  in  efiect 
prevent  the  mortgage  not  only  of  trade  and  tenant's  fix- 
tures at  all,  but  in  many  cases  of  the  premises  to  which 
such  fixtures  are  annexed.  Must  a  person,  who  is  the 
owner  of  trade  fixtures,  which  are  capable  of  removal 
without  waste  or  damage  to  the  reversion,  and  which  he 
is  desirous  of  mortgaging  with  the  premises  to  which 
they  are  annexed,  in  order  to  give  a  good  title  to  the 
mortgagee  in  the  fixtures,  and  prevent  the  fixtures 
passing  to  his  assignees  in  the  event  of  a  bankruptcy 
under  the  clause  as  to  reputed  ownership,  strip  the  house 
of  the  fixtures,  and  give  possession  to  the  mortgagee, 
upon  the  principle  stated  by  Mr.  Cullen  as  applicable  to 
moveable  goods  and  chattels,  namely,  that  **  possession 
itself  in  such  property  imports  the  ownership  in  it ;  it  is 
the  title  on  which  the  world  commonly  relies,  and  which 
has  generally  no  other  means  of  judging  or  ascertaining 
in  whom  the  true  ownership  is,  than  by  seeing  who  is 
in  the  visible  possession  ?"  I  cannot  think  that  the  legis- 
lature ever  intended  such  a  doctrine  to  be  applied  to 
trade  or  tenant's  fixtures.  Coombs  v.  Beaumont  (a),  above 
cited  is  an  authority  directly  against  it ;  so  also  is  Clark 
V,  Crownshaw{b). 

(fl)  6  B.  &  Adol.  77. 

(h)  3  B.  &  Ad.  804.    In  addition  to  the  foregoing  cases,  see  Hitchman  v. 
Walton,  4  Mees.  &  W.  409;  and  Weston  v.  Woodcock,  7  Mees.  &  W.  14. 


CASES  l^  BANKRUPTCY.  461 

The  following  points  of  law  appear  to  me  to  be       1841« 
established  by  the  foregoing  authorities.  £^  ^^ 

Articles  fixed  to  the  freehold  by  the  owner  of  the       ^'otheii. 
inheritance  become  parcel  of  his  freehold^  though  the 
articles  fixed  be  of  such  a  nature,  as,  if  fixed  by  a  tenant, 
would  be  removeable  by  him  during  the  term. 

As  between  the  different  representatives  of  the  owner 
of  such  inheritance,  namely,  the  heir  and  executor,  such 
fixtures  go  to  the  heir. 

So  such  fixtures  pass  under  a  devise  of  the  house,  or 
under  a  conveyance  of  the  house,  if  there  be  nothing  to 
indicate  a  contrary  intention. 

The  property  in  fixtures,  which  would  be  in  the  tenant 
if  he  removed  them  during  the  term,  vests  in  the  landlord 
on  the  determination  of  the  term. 

Trover  will  not  lie  to  recover  the  value  of  tenant's  fix- 
tures, whilst  affixed  to  the  freehold, — nor,  though  severed 
from  the  freehold,  unless  severed  during  the  term. 

Indebitatus  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered 
will  not  lie,  to  recover  the  value  of  tenant's  fixtures. 
Fixtures  removeable  as  between  landlord  and  tenant,  if 
the  property  of  the  owner  of  the  inheritance,  cannot  be 
taken  in  execution  under  a  fi.  fa.  against  him. 

Fixtures  removeable,  as  between  landlord  and  tenant, 
are  not  the  subject  of  larceny  at  common  law. 

Fixtures  removeable,  as  between  landlord  and  tenant, 
are  not  goods  and  chattels,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
72nd  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.,  as  to  reputed  owner- 
ship. In  Bx  parte  Belcher  {a),  before  cited,  the  chief 
judge  certainly  expresses  an  opinion  that,  if  a  tenant  annex 
fixtures,  such  fixtures  are  goods  and  chattels  uhder  this 
section ;  but  I  think  the  law  is  correctly  laid  down  by 

(a)  2  Moot  &  A.  160.  4  Dea.  &  Ch.  703. 
VOL.  II.  II 
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1841. 


Ex  parte 

Reynal 

and  others. 


Mr.  Cullen ;  and  this  is  also  supported  by  Ryall  ▼. 
Rowlesia),  Coombs  v.  JBeaumont  {b),  and  Boydell  v. 
3P Michael  (c),  wliich  I  have  before  observed  upon. 

Applying  then  these  rules  of  law  to  the  present  case, 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  articles  in  question  fixed  to  the 
freehold,  though  they  are  of  such  a  nature  that  they 
would  be  held  removeable  as  between  landlord  and 
tenant,  pass  to  Mr.  Reynal  and  others  by  virtue  of  the 
deed  under  which  they  have  been  decreed  equitable 
mortgagees  of  the  Vauxhall  Gardens;  and  I  think  no  dis- 
tinction can  be  made  between  those  articles  which  were 
afiized  before,  and  those  which  were  affixed  after  the 
mortgage.  The  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  the  security  of 
the  property  in  its  altered  state,  by  the  annexation  of  any 
additional  fixtures. 


(fl)  1  Ves.  348 ;  1  Atk.  166.      (6)  6  B.  &  Adol.  77.     (c)  3  Tyr.  974. 


Ex  parte  Hampson. — In  the  matter  of  John  Burkill. 


January  11, 

1841; 

Serjeants*  Inn 

HaU, 

April  25. 

1.  Semble»  that 

the  oiiscondnct    _^ 

of  a  clerk  may     IHIS  was  the  petition  of  a  clerk  of  the  bankrupt  for 

deprive  him  of 

his  right,  under  payment  of  six  months  salary  under  the  48th  section  (cf) 

the  48th  lection 

of  the  6  Geo.  4.  of  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.     In  December  1840  the  Commis- 

c  16.,  to  be 

paid  six  months  (d)6Ceo.  4.c.  16.8.48."  And  be  iteoacted,  that  when  aajr  bankrupt  shall 

*  2    Where  an  ^^^^  ^"  indebted,  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  commission  against  him,  to  aoj 

affidavit,  in  servant  or  clerk  of  such  bankrupt,  in  respect  of  the  wages  or  salary  of  snch 

opposition  to        servant  or  cleik,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Comroissiooers,  upon  proof  theicoi; 

a  petition  claim-  '^      ^ 

iog  this  right,       ^  <^^^  ^  much  as  shall  be  so  due  as  aforesaid,  not  exceeding  six  months 

stated  that,  wages  or  salary,  to  be  paid  to  such  servant  or  clerk  out  of  the  estate  of  such 

accou^U  beinff     bankrupt,  and  such  servant  or  clerk  shall  be  at  liberty  to  prove  under  the 
taken,  it  would    commiasion  for  any  sum  exceeding  such  last  mentioned  amDnnt*" 
appear  that  by  ^ 

his  imprudence  property  of  his  employer  had  been  lost ;  this  passage  in  the  aifidavit  was  ordered 
to  be  expunged  as  scandalous  and  impertinent,  the  respondents  not  having  proposed  to  take 
the  accounts  and  sustain  the  charge. 

3.  The  payment  in  full  direct^  by  the  48th  section  is  not  to  be  made  out  of  the  fiist 
monies  got  in,  but  as  soon  as  there  is  a  sufficient  fund  fer  the  purpose,  after  providing  for  the 
expenses  of  working  the  fiat. 
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sioners  directed  payment  of  the  amount  claimed  by  the        184S. 
petitioner  in  the  following  terms :  "  Whereas  it  appears      -^^^L 
to  us^  the  major  part  of  the  Commissioners  named  in  the      HAMPsoy. 
said  fiat,  on  the  oath  of  Kenric  Hampson^  late  clerk  of 
the  said  John  Burkill,  that  the  said  John  Burkill  was 
indebted  to  the  said  Kenric  Hampsonin  the  sum  of  SI/., 
being  for  salary  due  to  the  said  Kenric  Hampson  from 
the  said  John  Burkill  at  the  date  and  suing  forth  of  the 
said  fiat,  we  hereby  order  you  to  pay  the  same  out  of  the 
estate  of  the  said  John  BurkilV^ 

At  an  audit  meeting  held  in  July  1841,  it  appeared 
that  the  assignees  had  in  hand  1S8/.  5$.  5d.  only,  which 
the  Commissioners  directed  them  to  retain,  to  answer  the 
expenses  of  certain  actions  which  had  been  commenced 
for  the  recovery  of  part  of  the  assets.  Other  assets  had 
since  been  realized,  but  the  whole  amount  in  hand  did 
not  exceed  200/. 

The  assignees  not  having  paid  to  the  petitioner  the 
SlLf  ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  Commissioners,  he  now 
presented  his  petition  for  pajrment.  In  opposition  to 
it,  an  affidavit  was  filed  by  the  assignees  containing  a 
statement  to  the  effect,  that  by  the  petitioner's  impru- 
dence property  of  his  employers  had  been  lost,  and  that 
this  would  appear,  if  his  accounts  were  strictly  investi- 
gated. On  account,  however,  of  the  expense  of  such  an 
investigation,  the  assignees  did  not  propose  that  it  should 
be  made.  The  passage  in  the  affidavit  containing  the 
above  charge  was,  with  several  other  passages,  on  the 
application  of  the  petitioner,  referred,  on  the  15th  of 
November  1841,  to  Mr.  Ayrton,  who  was  to  inquire 
whether  they  were  scandalous  and  impertinent.  Mr. 
Ayrton  found  that  the  passage  in  question  was  imperti- 
nent but  not  scandalous.    To  this  report  the  petitioner 

ii2 


Ex  parte 
Hampson. 
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1842.        excepted,  and  now  moved  that  it  might  be  referred  back 
to  Mr.  Ayrton  to  be  reviewed. 

Mr.  W.  R.  JEllis,  in  support  of  the  motion.  The  cri- 
terion,  by  which  this  question  is  to  be  tried,  is  thus  laid 
down :  what  a  party  cannot  reply  to  and  produce  evidence 
to,  on  account  of  its  irrelevancy  to  the  issue,  is  imperti- 
nent ;  and,  if  it  further  attack  his  character,  it  is  scan- 
dalous ;  Corbett  v.  Tottenham  (a),  Peck  v.  JPeck  (6), 
Smith  V.  Reynolds  (c),  Ex  parte  Knight  (d),  Ex  parte 
Simpson  (e).  The  observations,  although  they  might  not 
be  libellous  if  made  in  a  matter  not  connected  with  the 
petitioner's  business,  are  nevertheless  libellous,  when  ap- 
plied to  him  in  his  character  of  clerk,  Ingram  v.  Law- 
son  (/),  Brayne  v.  Cooper  {g).  And  an  expression,  which 
would  amount  to  a  libel,  will  be  held  scandalous,  and  will 
be  expunged  by  a  Court  of  equity  in  any  proceeding 
taken  in  such  a  Court ;  Erskine  v.  Gartshore  (A).  If  the 
petitioner  omitted  to  controvert  by  evidence  such  a  state- 
ment, his  character  would  be  destroyed ;  and  if  he  in- 
curred the  expense  of  adducing  testimony  to  repel  the 
charge,  and  should  not  succeed,  from  any  cause,  upon  his 
petition,  the  expense  would  fall  upon  him.  His  only 
course  is  therefore  to  have  the  irrelevant  and  scandalous 
matter  expunged. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  for  the  assignees.  The  charge  cannot 
be  scandalous,  unless  it  is  impertinent.  Now  it  is  sufiS- 
ciently  material,  if  it  only  affect  the  question  of  costs. 
But  this  goes  further;  for  such  misconduct  as  is  here 
alleged  would  prevent  the  petitioner  from  recovering  his 

(a)  2  Molloy,  319.  (0  15  Ves.  476. 

(6)  Moicly,  46.  (/)  6  Biog.  N.  C.  212. 

(c)  Mosely,  69.  (g)  5  Mee.  &  Wels.  249. 

(d)  3  Mont.  &  Ayr.  143.  (h)  18  Vea.  114. 


^ 
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salary  at  law,  and  must  therefore  be  a  sufficient  answer       1842. 
to  his  petition  here.     It  is  moreover  an  inconvenient       ^^ 
practice,  and  one  which  this  Court  will  not  encourage,  as     Hampson. 
leading  to  unnecessary  expense,  to  refer  affidavits  for 
impertinence.     Immaterial  passages  may  either  be  tra- 
versed, or  not  noticed;  and  it  is  far  more  convenient  and 
less  expensive  to  advert  to  them  upon  the  question  of 
costs,  than  on  a  reference  for  impertinence. 

Mr.  W.  R.  ElUs,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court 

Sir  John  Cross — The  petitioner  in  this  case  is  a 
clerk,  who  seeks  payment  of  his  salary  for  six  months, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s. 
48.  It  appears  that  he  has  obtained  from  the  Commis- 
sioners an  order  for  payment,  which  the  assignees  have 
not  complied  with,  but  which  it  is  the  object  of  the 
present  proceeding  to  compel  them  to  obey.  I  do  not 
think  it  necessary  to  say  how  far  they  might  be  able  to 
succeed  in  resisting  payment,  by  showing  that  the  peti- 
tioner had  so  misconducted  himself,  that  at  law  he  could 
recover  nothing  for  his  services,  I  do  not  give  it  as  my 
opinion,  that  misconduct  might  not  be  material,  if  it  were 
intended  to  establish  it  by  evidence.  But  the  affidavit 
filed  on  the  part  of  the  respondents  states,  that,  if  the 
petitioner's  accounts  were  strictly  investigated,  it  would 
be  found  that  by  his  imprudence  property  of  his  employer 
had  been  lost.  Now,  although  this  is  stated  in  the  affi- 
davit, the  assignees  state  that,  on  account  of  the  expense 
of  such  a  proceeding,  they  do  not  propose  to  take  those 
accounts,  or,  consequently,  to  prove  the  charge  which 
they  have  made.  This  being  so,  I  see  no  distinction 
between  this  case  and  Ex  parte  Simpson  (a).    It  appears 

(a)  16  Vei.  476. 
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1842.       to  me,  that,  as  the  passage  complained  of  is  mere  slander 
Ex  parte      wholly  Unsupported  by  evidence,  and  as  all  intention  of 
proving  it  to  be  true  is  abandonedi  it  should  be  struck 
out  as  scandalous. 


Hampion. 


Aprti  tsth.  rpjjg  passages  complained  of  having  been  removed 
from  the  affidavit  filed  on  behalf  of  the  respondents,  die 
petition  now  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  the  merits ;  when 
the  prayer  of  it  was  resisted  by  the  assignees,  on  the 
ground  that  they  had  commenced  actions  to  recover  part 
of  the  outstanding  assets,  and  that,  until  the  event  of 
those  actions  was  ascertained,  it  was  uncertain  whether 
there  would  be  any  assets  for  payment  of  the  petitioner's 
demand. 

Mr.  W.  jR.  EUis,  in  support  of  the  petition.  The 
Order  of  the  Commissioners,  against  which  the  assignees 
have  not  appealed,  and  which  is  therefore  binding  upon 
them,  directs  them  to  discharge  the  petitioner's  demand, 
without  fixing  any  time.  It  is  therefore  an  order  for 
immediate  payment,  and  yet  upwards  of  a  year  has 
elapsed  without  its  being  obeyed.  [Sir  John  Crats. 
The  Commissioners  cannot  give  the  petitioner  any  greater 
privilege,  than  is  afforded  him  by  the  legislature.]  The 
object  of  the  48th  section  proves  that  the  immediate 
payment  was  intended  by  that  provision ;  for  the  reason 
of  the  introduction  of  the  clause  was  undoubtedly  to  pro- 
vide for  the  immediate  subsistence  of  servants,  who 
would  be  suddenly  thrown  out  of  emplojnnent  by  the 
bankruptcy  of  their  masters.  Besides,  it  is  unreasonable 
to  demand  that  the  petitioner's  right  should  depend 
upon  the  issue  of  proceedings,  in  which  he  is  in  nowise 
infcrested.  He  is  at  all  events  to  be  paid  in  full;  and 
what  remains  after  paying  him  is,  after  deducting  firom  it 
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the  necessary  expenses  incurred  in  getting  it  in,  to  be        1842. 
divided  among  the  other  creditors.      It  would  be  in       J^^^^ 

°  Ex  parte 

substance  repealing  the  section,  to  hold  that  the  servant's  Hampsok. 
money,  to  which  that  provision  entitles  him,  may  be 
risked  for  the  chance  of  obtaining  something  for  the 
other  creditors.  Nothing  can  be  more  unjust  than  that 
the  whole  peril  should  be  his,  while  all  that  may  be 
gained  is  to  belong  to  others. 

Mr.  Anderdouy  for  the  assignees.  The  Order  of  the 
^Commissioners  cannot  have  been  intended  to  direct  im- 
mediate payment ;  for  it  is  dated  on  the  day  of  the  choice 
of  assignees,  and,  consequently,  before  any  assets  had 
been  got  in.  It  appears  further,  that  afterwards  at  an 
audit  meeting  the  Commissioners  directed  the  assignees 
to  retain  in  hand  the  small  sum  of  138/.  Ss  5d.,  which  had 
been  then  realized.  The  Order  of  the  Commissioners 
for  payment  therefore  does  not  conclude  the  case ;  and 
with  regard  to  the  statute,  if  the  legislature  had  intended 
the  payment  directed  by  the  48th  section  to  be  made  out  of 
the  first  monies  received  by  the  assignees,  it  would  have 
said  so,  as  it  has  done  in  the  14th  section,  which  provides 
for  payment  of  the  petitioning  creditor's  costs. 

Mr.  JV.  R.  Ellis  in  reply. 

Sir  John  Cross. — By  the  general  bankrupt  law  cre- 
ditors were  entitled  to  come  in  for  a  distribution  of  the 
assets,  pari  passu.  But  by  the  last  act,  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16. 
s.  48.,  this  exception  was  introduced,  that  clerks  and 
servants  should  receive  six  months  vrages  or  salary  in  fiill. 
The  act  of  parliament,  however,  says  nothing  as  to  the 
time  when,  or  the  circumstances  under  which,  the  payment 
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1842.       shall  be  made;  but  confines  itself  to  the  proTision,  that 
Ex  parte       whereas  other  creditors  are  to  be  paid  only  a  dividend, 
Hamfson.     these  particular  creditors  shall  have  payment  in  full. 
As  the  provision  is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule,  I 
do  not  think  its  scope  should  be  extended  by  giving  a 
liberal  construction  to  it,  but  that  it  should,  on  the  con- 
trary, be  construed  strictly.      In  this  case  the  Com- 
missioners have  ordered  the  assignees  to  pay  the  peti- 
tioner in  full ;  but  the  Order  says  nothing,  nor  does  the 
statute  say  anything,  as  to  the  time  of  payment.     The 
14th  section  of  the  act,  which  provides  for  the  payment .. 
of  the  costs  of  the  petitioning  creditor,  directs  him  to  be 
reimbursed  out  of  the  first  money  that  should  be  got  in 
under  the  commission ;  but  the  48th  section  contains  no 
such  provision  with  respect  to  the  salary  of  clerks.    It 
appears,  therefore,  that  the  legislature  looked,  and  that 
this  Court  must  look,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  payment 
of  the  expenses  of  working  the  fiat.    The  assignees  are, 
it  seems,  engaged  in  bringing  actions  at  law,  of  which  the 
result  is  uncertain.    These  are,   I   thinks  proceedings 
taken  in  the  prosecution  of  the  fiat ;  and  so  long  as  it  is 
uncertain  whether  there  will  be  any  balance  in  the  hands 
of  the  assignees,  after  paying  the  expenses  of  such  pro- 
ceedings, I  do  not  think  a  clerk  has  a  legal  right  to 
demand  payment.     I  do  not  go  to  the  extent  of  saying 
he  must  wait  for  payment  until  a  dividend  is  declared ; 
but  only  so  far  as  to  say,  that  he  must  wait  till  there  is  a 
suflScient  sum  for  payment  of  his  demand,  afler  the 
expenses  of  working  the  fiat  have  been  provided  for. 

It  was  arranged,  by  consent,  that  the  petition  should 
stand  over,  till  the  assignees  had  funds  in  hand  to  meet 
the  claim. 


"^ 
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1842. 

Ex  parte  Stallard  and  others. — In  the  matter  of 

Freeland.  ^     . 

January  12. 

This  was  the  petition  of  certain  creditors,  praying  that  Where  the 

CoromissiooeTS 

the  appointment  of  assignees  might  be  set  aside,  on  the  at  the  election  of 

assignees  re- 

ground  that  some  of  the  petitioners  had  been  improperly  jected  votes 

.  1  .1  i_  which  wonid 

excluded  from  voting ;  also  praying  that  other  persons,  have  turned  the 

for  whom  the  petitioners  and  others  of  the  creditors  had  ground  that  the 

tendered  their  votes,  forming  together  a   majority  in  deringOiemhad 

number  and  value,  might  be  declared  assignees.  t«4t  to'the" 

The  ground  of  the  rejection  of  the  votes  was,  that  f^^^iJ)^^  ^"^ 

the  creditors  who  tendered  them  had  an  adverse  interest  Court  set  aside 

the  choice 
to  the  general  body  of  creditors;  one  of  the  votes  beincr  which  had  been 

^  -^  '  ®  ratified  by  the 

that  of  a  creditor  who  had  seized  property  of  the  bank-  Commissioners, 

.  ,  .  ,    *'**'»  without 

rupt  to  the  amount  of  900Z.  under  an  execution,  which  directing  a  new 

one,  declared 
it  was  intended  to  impugn  on  the  part  of  other  creditors ;  the  assignees 

elected  bv  the 

and  the  other  vote  being  that  of  a  firm,  in  which  the  majority  duly 

1  •  chosen, 

execution  creditor  was  a  partner. 


Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Cameron,  in  support  of  the 
petition. 

Mr.  Rolt,  for  the  respondents.  If  the  creditors  had 
voted,  they  would  have  carried  the  choice ;  and  the  per- 
sons for  whom  they  desired  to  vote  were  friends  of  theirs, 
who  were  wholly  under  their  control,  and,  consequently, 
would  not  have  taken  effectual  proceedings  to  set  aside 
the  execution.  Such  a  choice  would  amount  substan- 
tially to  annulling  the  fiat ;  as,  unless  the  execution  is  set 
aside,  there  will  be  no  estate  to  administer.  It  is  clear, 
that  the  Commissioners  might  have  rejected  the  assignees. 
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1842.        when  chosen  (a);  what  then  could  be  the  use  of  going 
£z  parte       through  the  idle  form  of  electing  them  ?    At  all  events^ 
Md  othei*.     '^®  Court  cannot  do  more  than  direct  a  new  choice. 

Mr.  Anderdan  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

Sir  John  Cross. — It  is  not  alleged,  that  the  persons 
elected  by  the  majority  of  the  creditors  have  any  personal 
interest  adverse  to  the  general  interests  of  the  creditors, 
but  only  that  they  are  friends  of  parties  who  are  in  that 
situation.  Under  these  circumstances,  taking  it  to  be 
clear  that  the  Commissioners  have  acted  under  an  erro- 
neous impression  as  to  their  authority,  in  supposing  that 
they  could  reject  the  vote  of  a  creditor,  on  the  ground 
of  his  having  an  adverse  interest,  I  think  I  am  bound 
to  declare  that  the  gentlemen  elected  by  the  majority 
were  duly  chosen,  and  now  are  assignees  of  the  bank- 
rupt's estate  and  effects. 

Declared  accordingly.    Costs  out  of  estate. 

(a)  6  Geo,  4.  c.  16. 8.  61.  "  At  the  secoDd  meetiDg  appointed  bj  the 
Commissiooers  as  aforesaid,  or  any  adjournmeDt  thereof,  assignees  of  the 
bankrupt's  estate  and  effects  shall  be  chosen,  and  all  creditors  who  have 
proved  debts  under  the  commission  to  the  amoant  of  10^  and  upwards 
shall  be  entitled  to  vote  in  such  choice."  "  Provided  that  the  CommissioDers 
shall  have  power  to  reject  any  person  so  chosen,  who  shall  appear  to  them 
unfit  to  be  such  assignee  as  aforesaid,  and  upon  such  rejection  a  new  dmre 
of  another  assignee  or  assignees  shall  be  made  as  aforesaid." 


^ 
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1842. 

Ex  parte  Charles  Jumgmichel^  Thomas  Leathes 
Stranger  Leathes,  and  Charles  Jacomb. — In  the 
matter  of  Thomas  Carter.  j^H^^Tib. 

a  bankrupt, 

1  HIS  was  the  petition  of  the  assignees  under  a  second  hu1:ertific«  °^ 
bankruptcy,  under  which  fifteen  shillings  in  the  pound  "°***' '  second 
had  not  been  paid,  praying  for  the  delivery  up  of  ;ot  having  j>aid 

*^       '    '^    ''     ^  J       r  fifteen  shillingi 

property  of  the  bankrupt  in  the  possession  of  the  official  io  the  pound, 

i6t8  up  in  trade 

assignee  under  a  third  bankruptcy.  The  first  bankruptcy  as  a  tailor  and 
took  place  in  1829,  when  a  commission  was  issued,  under  sends  circulars 
which  the  bankrupt  obtained  his  certificate.  In  1834  the  tom^lollverai 
second  bankruptcy  took  place,  a  fiat  having  issued  on  the  who  haiT***^" 
80th  of  October  in  that  year,  under  which  Mr.  George  SJ^oSd^^nk-^'' 
Green  was  appointed  the  official  assignee,  and  the  peti-  ™P*<^y»  ^^ 
tioners  were  chosen  the  creditors'  assignees.     Various  ^  one  of  the 

^  creditors  assig- 

dividends  had  been  declared  under  this  fiat,  but  not  °««s-    He  con- 
tinues to  trade 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  fifteen  shillings  in  the  pound.  Tor  five  years, 

On  the  14th  July  1835,  the  bankrupt,  having  obtained  tion  on  the 

his  certificate  under  the  second  bankruptcy,  commenced  creditors,^ 

business  as  a  Blackwell  Hall  factor  at  No.  6,  Alderman-  ^\1pfcui^^^^^^^^ 

bury,  where  his  name  was  conspicuously  placed  on  an  JJ"d^prcmiM» 

outer  door.    .He  continued  to  carry  on  the  business  up  •o^^Jf av»D^.  «• 

J  r  posed  to  view 

to  the  year  1836,  when  he  executed  a  trust  deed,  which  '**«]*»  "f°^*^ »«» 

•^  trade  of  con- 

was  advertised  in  the  London  Gazette,  and  whereby  he  "Werable  value ; 

and  then  be- 

assigned  all  his  effects  to  the  value  of  about  3000Z.,  for  the  comes  bankrupt 

a  third  time. 

benefit  of  his  creditors.     Up  to  the  time  of  the  execution  Held,  that  the 
of  this  deed,  the  bankrupt,  according  to  his  own  affidavit,  the  last  bank- 
had  at  all  times  exposed  in  his  warehouse  stock  in  trade  of  no^  be  caUed 
the  value  of  from  1000/.  to  3000/.,  which  might  have  been  u^thi^'a^te''' 
seen  by  any  one  entering  there.     Immediately  after  the  hJm^'^the**^ 
execution  of  the  trust  deed,  the  bankrupt  again  set  up  ^'f°cond"fiat? 
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1842.        in  busines  sas  a  tailor  and  draper  in  Cheapside,  and  his 

J!^^^^        name  was  conspicuously  placed  on  a  brass  plate  at  the 

jowoMicHkL    street  door  of  the  premises,  as  well  as  on  an  inner  door, 

and  otben. 

and  on  two  wire  blinds  at  the  first  floor  window.    While 

the  bankrupt  was  carrying  on  this  business,  his  stock  in 
trade,  which  was  exposed  to  view  in  his  shop,  was  often 
of  the  value  of  800/.,  and  the  returns  of  the  business 
amounted  to  about  1500Z.  During  the  whole  of  this 
time,  the  residence  of  the  bankrupt  was  in  Aldermanbury, 
nearly  opposite  the  oflSce  of  the  official  assignee  under  the 
second  fiat,  who  was  aware  of  the  bankrupt's  carrying  on 
business  both  in  Aldermanbury  and  in  Cheapside ;  the 
bankrupt  having,  on  commencing  his  business  at  the  latter 
place,  called  on  the  official  assignee  and  informed  him  of 
the  circumstance,  requesting  at  the  same  time  to  be 
favoured  with  his  custom  He  made  a  similar  application 
to  the  solicitor  under  the  second  bankruptcy,  who  pro- 
mised to  recommend  him.  The  bankrupt  had  also,  on 
commencing  business  as  tailor  and  draper,  written  cir- 
culars to  nearly  all  the  creditors  who  had  proved  under 
the  second  bankruptcy,  soliciting  their  custom,  and 
among  others  to  Charles  Jacomb,  one  of  the  assignees, 
whose  son  deposed  to  the  fact  of  the  circular  having 
been  received,  and  of  his  father  being  aware  of  the 
bankrupt's  carrying  on  the  business  of  tailor  and  dra- 
per. It  was  also  sworn  by  the  bankrupt,  that  several 
of  his  creditors,  who  had  proved  under  the  second  bank- 
ruptcy, had  dealt  with  him  subsequently  to  his  obtaining 
his  last  certificate,  and  that  several  of  the  creditors  had 
been  in  the  habit  of  going  to  the  premises  in  which  the 
bankrupt  had  carried  on  business,  both  in  Aldermanbury 
and  Cheapside,  and  had  seen  the  stock  in  trade  there 
exposed  to  view. 


and  others. 
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On  the  21st  of  February  1840  another  fiat  was  issued  1842. 
against  the  bankrupt;  under  which  Mr.  George  Green,  J!^^"^^ 
the  oiBcial  assignee  under  the  former  fiat,  was  appointed  Junomicbel 
official  assignee ;  but  no  appointment  of  creditors*  assig- 
nees had  taken  place.  Under  this  fiat,  assets  to  the 
amount  of  199/.  28.  5d.  had  been  got  in,  and  a  dividend 
meeting  had  been  advertized  for  December  17th  1841. 

The  petitioners  prayed  for  a  declaration  that  they 
were  entitled  to  the  future  estate  and  efiects  of  the  bank- 
rupty  until  they  were  paid  fifteen  shillings  in  the  pound; 
and  for  an  Order  in  the  meantime,  restraining  the  official 
assignee  from  parting  with  the  amount  realized,  or  to  be 
realized,  under  the  third  bankruptcy,  and  directing  him 
to  pay  over  the  fund  in  hand  to  the  petitioners. 

Mr.  Bacon,  and  Mr.  Rogers,  for  the  petitioners,  relied 
upon  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  127  (a). 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Petersdorff,  for  the  assignees. 
It  is  clear,  that  the  assignees  under  the  second  bank- 
ruptcy knew  of  the  bankrupt's  carrying  on  business,  sub- 
sequently to  the  allowance  of  his  certificate  under  that 

(a)  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  127.  "  And  be  it  enacted,  that  if  any  person,  who 
shall  have  been  so  discharged  by  such  certificate  as  aforesaid,  or  who  shall 
have  compounded  with  his  creditors,  or  who  shall  have  been  discharged  by 
any  insolvent  act,  shall  be  or  become  bankrupt,  and  have  obtained  or  shall 
hereafter  obtain  such  certificate  as  aforesaid,  unless  his  estate  shall  produce, 
after  all  charges,  sufficient  to  pay  every  creditor  under  the  commission  fifteen 
shillings  in  the  pound,  such  certificate  shall  only  protect  his  person  from 
arrest  and  imprisonment  \  but  his  future  estate  and  effects  (except  his  tools 
of  trade  and  necessary  household  furniture,  and  the  wearing  apparel  of  him- 
self, his  wife,  and  children,)  shall  vest  in  the  auignees  under  the  said  com- 
mission, who  shall  be  entitled  to  seiae  the  same  in  like  manner,  as  they 
might  have  seized  property  of  which  such  bankrupt  was  possessed  at  the 
issuing  the  commission." 
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1842.        fiat    [Sir  John  Crass.  That  is  not  enough.  It  must  ap- 


ftod  others. 


pear  that  they  knew  of  his  having  the  property  claimed. 
<|uMOMicHBL  It  is  not  sufficient  to  show  that  he  was  a  working  trader.] 
The  affidavits  show,  that  his  possession  of  property  was  a 
matter  of  notoriety.  The  case  of  Butler  v.  Hobmm  (a)  is 
decisive  in  favour  of  the  respondents.  There,  Lord  C.  J. 
Tindal  said,  ''  If  that  clause  (section  127)  had  stood 
alone,  it  might  have  been  contended  with  some  show  of 
reason,  that  the  assignees  under  a  second  commission, 
wider  which  fifteen  shillings  in  the  pound  bad  not  been 
paid,  might,  notwithstanding  the  bankrupt  had  been 
trading  for  a  long  series  of  years,  lawfully  seize  property 
in  his  possession,  to  satisfy  the  balance  daS  to  the  cre- 
ditors under  such  second  commission.  That,  however, 
is  not  the  only  section  that  has  a  bearing  on  the  subject" 
And,  after  referring  to  the  terms  of  the  72ad  section,  his 
lordship  continued,  ''  One  point  for  our  determination  is, 
whether,  or  not,  the  clause  last  mentioned  applies  to  this 
case.  It  appears  that,  from  the  time  of  his  obtaining  his 
certificate  under  the  second  commission,  down  to  the 
issuing  of  the  fiat  on  the  8th  of  November  1836,  the 
bankrupt  had,  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the 
assignees  under  that  second  commbsion,  carried  on  trade 
to  a  considerable  extent  The  assignees  under  that  com- 
mission, of  whom  the  plaintiff  is  the  survivor,  might 
daring  that  time,  had  they  been  so  minded,  have  seized 
the  bankrupt's  property  to  satisfy  the  old  creditors. 
They,  however,  voluntarily  refrained  firom  so  doing ;  the 
property  therefore  remained,  down  to  the  day  of  the 
issuing  the  fiat  in  1836,  in  the  order  and  disposition  of 
the  bankrupt,  with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff  and  his 
co-assignee.     The  question  which  arises  in  this  state  of 

(a)  6  Scott,  798  ;  4  Bing.  N.  C.  490. 
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facts  isy  whether  there  is  any  thing  in  the  character  of  an        ^842. 
assignee  to  difier  the  case  from  that  of  any  other  true       £,  ^rte 
owner.    Neither  upon  principle,  nor  upon  authority,  do    ^l^^^^,l^ 
I  think  an  assignee  of  a  bankrupt  stands  in  a  different 
situation  from  any  other  trustee.     If  a  trustee,  who  being 
clothed  with  the  legal  property  in  goods,  permits  them 
to  remain  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  a  trader,  forfeits 
his  right  to  reclaim  them  in  the  event  of  the  trader  be- 
coming bankrupt, — why  should  one,  who  stands  in  the 
situation  of  a  trustee  for  the  general  body  of  creditors, 
be  held  to  be  exempt  from  the  same  consequences  ?    The 
eyil  in  either  case  is  precisely  the  same ;  the  trader,  by 
being  suffered  to  retain  the  apparent  ownership  of  pro* 
perty  to  which  he  is  not  legally  entitled,  enjoys  a  false 
credit,  which  he  otherwise  would  not  possess.    No  au- 
thority has  been  cited,  to  show  that  a  distinction  has  ever 
been  recognized  between  the  case  of  a  trustee  and  that 
of  any  other  individual ;  and  I  am  not  disposed  to  broach 
such  a  doctrine.     It  would  be  dangerous,  indeed,  were  it 
in  the  power  of  assignees  under  the  second  commission 
where  fifteen  shillings  in  the  pound  had  not  been  paid, 
to  allow  the  bankrupt  to  carry  on  trade,  and  appear  sol- 
vent to  the  rest  of  the  world,  so  long  as  they  might  think 
proper,  and  the  moment  he  had  got  into  his  hands  pro- 
perty enough  to  satisfy  the  outstanding  claim  of  his  old 
creditors,  to  seize  the  whole  for  their  benefit,  leaving  the 
new  creditors  destitute  of  remedy."     And  it  was  upon 
these  grounds,  that  the  plaintiff,  who  was  assignee  under 
the  second  commiSBion,  was  held  by  the  whole  Court  not 
entitled  to  recover  against  the  assignee  under  the  third 
commission.    [Sir  John  Crass.    In  that  case,  it  was 
taken  for  granted  that  the  bankrupt  had  property  to  a 
laige  amount,  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the 


•Dd  others. 
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1842.  assignees.  The  real  question  seems  to  be,  whether  the 
J)^^^^  bankrupt  had  in  his  possession  property,  of  which  the 
JwNOMicHEL  assignees  knew  themselves  to  be  the  true  owners,  and 
which  they,  nevertheless,  permitted  him  to  retiun.]  It  has 
never  been  laid  down,  that  the  bankrupt's  possession  of 
the  identical  property  must  be  proved  to  have  been 
known  to  the  assignees.  It  is  sufficient,  if  they  are 
shown  to  have  been  aware  of  his  carrying  on  business 
requiring  and  implying  the  possession  of  capital.  No- 
thing could  be  more  unjust,  than  for  the  assignees,  after 
standing  by  and  permitting  the  bankrupt  to  trade  for 
years,  at  last  to  be  permitted  to  seize  upon  any  property 
which  he  may  happen  to  have,  on  the  ground  that  the 
specific  articles  were  not  known  by  them  to  be  in  the 
bankrupt's  possession.  A  general  knowledge  must  be 
sufficient;  to  require  an  acquaintance  with  every  item 
would  lead  to  absurd  results.  The  assignees  might  have 
acquainted  themselves  in  this  case  with  the  particular 
articles,  if  they  had  thought  proper.  It  was  their  duty 
to  ascertain  what  the  property  was,  and  to  take  posses- 
sion of  it,  or  else  to  abide  the  consequences  of  allowing 
their  chattels  to  be  in  the  reputed  ownership  of  another. 
[Sir  John  Cross.  How  do  you  prove  the  consent  of  the 
true  owner,  in  a  case  where  he  is  unaware  of  the  existence 
of  the  property  ?]  We  submit,  that  a  general  knowledge, 
on  the  part  of  the  former  assignees,  of  the  bankrupt's 
being  in  the  possession  of  property  belonging  to  them  is 
sufficient,  and  that  a  distinct  cognizance  of  every  specific 
article  is  not  necessary.  [Sir  John  Cross.  Your  argu- 
ment would  prove  that,  if  the  assignees  knew  of  the  bank- 
rupt's possessing  particular  property,  they  could  never 
recover  any  other  from  him,  although  the  circumstances 
afiecting  the  two  might  render  the  expediency  or  the 
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fairness  of  attempting  to  get  them  in,  very  different.        1842. 
Suppose  they  permitted  him  to  have  stock  in  trade,  with-      r^'^ 
out  molestation ;  and,  afterwards,  he  had  a  large  legacy    Junomichel 
left  him ;  would  they  be  precluded  from  recovering  that  ?] 
It  is  not  necessary  to  carry  the  reasoning  to  that  extent. 
But,  independently  of  the  argument  derived  from  the 
72nd  section,  the  case  of  the  creditors  claiming  under  the 
third  fiat  is  supported  by  clear  and  undisputed  principles 
of  equity.     It  is  well  established,  that  a  Court  of  Equity 
will  not  lend  its  aid  to  parties  who  have  lain  by  and  for- 
borne to  assert  their  claims,  allowing  others  to  advance 
money,  which  never  would  have  been  advanced,  if  the 
former  claims  had  been  brought  forward.     They  also 
cited  in  the  course  of  their  argument  Lingard  v.  Mes^ 
8itor{a)  and  Muller  v.  Moss{b). 

Mr.  Bacon,  in  reply.  In  Butler  v.  Hobson  (c),  it  ap-  January  is. 
peared  that  the  bankrupt  had,  with  the  knowledge  of 
the  plaintifi^  carried  on  an  extensive  business  at  Man* 
Chester,  the  returns  of  which  amounted  to  30,000/. ;  and 
that  he  had  property,  which  the  plaintiff  was  aware  of, 
and  might  at  any  time  have  seized,  more  than  enough  to 
pay  the  creditors  under  the  second  commission  fifteen 
shillings  in  the  pound.  Under  these  circumstances,  the 
jury  found  that  the  bankrupt  was  in  possession  of  the 
goods,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  assignee  under  the 
second  bankruptcy ;  but  no  such  state  of  facts  is  estab- 
lished in  the  present  case,  to  which  therefore  the  autho- 
rity of  Butler  v.  Hobson  (c)  is  by  no  means  applicable. 
Then,  with  regard  to  the  equity  of  the  case,  indepen- 
dently of  the  72nd  section,— the  question  here  is,  whether 

(a)  1  B.  &  C.  308.  (c)  5  Scott,  798;  4  Bing,  N.  C.  490. 

(6)  1  Mau.  &  Sel.  335. 
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1842.  knowledge  by  one  out  of  three  assignees  of  the  fact  id 
£z  parte  Subsequent  trading  by  the  bankrupt,  which  subsequent 
^wad^o^mL  ^^^^S  *^®  assignees  have  no  means  of  preTenting,  is 
suflScient  to  depriye  the  whole  body  of  creditors,  who 
have  proved  under  the  second  fiat,  of  the  jHroperty  to 
which  the  positive  enactment  of  the  lS7th  section  entitles 
them ;  the  act  itself  making  no  such  ezcepdon  from  the 
scope  of  its  provision. 

Sir  John  Cross. — In  this  case  the  petitioners  are  the 
assignees  under  a  second  bankruptcy,  and  claim  the  future 
effects  of  the  bankrupt,  in  preference  to  the  assignees  un- 
der a  third  bankruptcy.    The  former  of  these  bankrupt- 
cies occurred  in  the  year  1830 ;  and  in  the  following  year 
the  bankrupt  obtained  his  certificate ;  but  his  estate  has 
not  produced  I5s.  in  the  pound  in  payment  of  the  debts 
proved.    After  obtaining  his  certificate,  the  bankrupt  set 
up  a  new  trade,  and  continued  to  carry  it  on  for  a  pmod 
of  five  years,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  petitioners,  and 
without  any  interference  on  their  part    The  new  fiat 
has  been  prosecuted  for  six  months,  with  the  full  know- 
ledge of  the  petitioners;  and,^ until  the  new  assignees 
were  about  to  make  a  dividend,  the  petitioners  not  only 
forbore  to  interfere  with  the  bankrupt  while  carrying  on 
his  trade,  but  also  to  advance  any  claim  to  the  effects 
recovered  under  the  last  fiat ;  and  then  for  the  first  time 
set  up  a  latent  claim  to  the  property  so  recovered  by  the 
new  assignees,  at  the  expense  of  above  100/.,  now  due 
and  owing  to  their  solicitors.   The  case  has  been  argued, 
as  a  mere  question  of  law.    On  the  one  hand,  it  is  con- 
tended, that  the  legal  title  to  the  proper^  is  in  the 
former  assignees,  by  virtue  of  the  127tb  section  of  the 
general  act;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  that  it  is  in  the 
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new  assignees,  by  virtue  of  the  72d  section.  But  I  1^*2. 
have  not  been  able  to  come  to  any  satisfactory  conclusion  £x  parte 
between  the  conflicting  rights  of  property  created  by  ^i^^^oihcn^*^ 
these  two  clauses,  which  are  here  brought  into  collision ; 
notwithstanding  the  case  in  the  Common  Pleas,  which 
has  been  so  much  relied  on  in  argument ;  as  I  cannot 
clearly  discern  from  the  reports  of  that  case  the  precise 
ground  on  which  it  was  decided.  To  determine  the 
legal  title,  I  can  look  only  to  the  circumstances  that 
preceded  the  last  bankruptcy,  and  must  disregard  all 
that  has  happened  since.  But  the  justice  of  the  case 
appears  to  me  mainly  to  depend  upon  the  conduct  of  the 
parties  since  the  issuing  of  the  last  fiat  Each  of  the 
contending  parties  had  then  a  qualified  right  in  the  pro- 
perty in  dispute ;  and  the  real  question  is,  which  of  the 
two  parties  is  entitled  to  priority.  Now  this  is  a  ques- 
tion rather  of  equity,  than  of  law ;  and  I  find  that  it 
was  so  considered  in  a  like  case  by  Lord  Camden;  I 
mean  the  case  of  Troughton  v.  Gitley{a\  where  the 
question  was,  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the 
creditors  under  a  commission  had  lost  their  priority 
to  the  administrators  of  the  deceased  bankrupt  Lord 
Camden  there  said,  **  this  is  the  case  of  a  man,  who 
has  demeaned  himself  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  creditors, 
and,  under  such  behaviour,  was  suffered  to  trade  for 
four  years  without  interruption  or  claim.  I  believe  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  creditors,  that  he  should  trade  for 
his  own  benefit.'*  **  The  assignees  meant  he  should  be 
a  restored  person.  They  knew  he  was  to  go  on  in  his 
trade.''  **  It  falls  within  the  principle,  that  if  a  man,  having 
a  lien,  stands  by  and  lets  another  make  a  new  security, 
he  should  be  postponed — the  common  case  of  a  first 

(a)  Amb.  630. 

K  k2 
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1842.  mortgagee  suffering  a  second  mortgagei  witboat  giving 
Ex  parte  "Otice  of  his  security.  Therefore,  I  think  the  creditors 
^'nd'oth^"'^  under  the  commission  should  lose  their  priority.'*  It 
appears,  indeed,  that  Lord  JEldon,  in  Martinis  case  (a), 
did  not  quite  approve  of  that  decision,  and  said,  the  case 
of  Trougkton  v.  Gitley  had  never  been  considered  as 
very  high  authority;  but  it  is  clear,  that  Lord  EUan 
did  not  mean  to  intimate  that  it  was  not  a  question  of 
equity, — but  a  doubt,  whether,  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  the  priority  had  been  adjudged  to  the  right 
party;  for,  in  a  subsequent  case,  Ex  parte  Bourne {b), 
Lord  Eldon  said,  **  if  you  look  at  the  arrangement 
which  this  Court  makes  in  almost  every  case  as  to  a 
commission  of  bankruptcy,  you  can  never  say  that  the 
commission  is  so  much  a  matter  of  right,  that  this  Court 
is  not  equitably  to  interfere,  wherever  the  interests  of  the 
parties  affected  by  the  commission  require  such  inter- 
ference. Take  the  instance  of  a  commission  taken  out 
in  1820,  and  another  taken  out  against  the  same  person 
four  or  five  years  after,  upon  a  subsequent  trading ;  ac- 
cording to  the  strict  law,  the  creditors  taking  out  the 
commission  in  18^  would  have  a  right  to  all  the  sub- 
sequently acquired  property,  until  he  should  have  ob- 
tained his  certificate  under  the  first  commission.  But,  if 
he  has  been  permitted  to  go  into  the  world  as  a  trader, 
and  to  gain  credit  as  such, — whatever  a  Court  of  law 
might  say  about  the  rights  of  the  creditors  under  the 
first  commission,  this  Court  has  said  it  would  support 
the  second  commission,  to  this  extent,— that  it  would  not 
permit  the  creditors  under  the  first  commission  to  take 
that  which  they  could  not  take,  without  injustice  to  the 
creditors  under  the  second,  whom  they  have  permitted 

(a)  15  Ves.  1 U.  (6)  2  Gl.  &  Ji,  137. 
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to  deal  with  the  bankrupt^  as  if  he  bad  his  certificate.*'  1842. 
Under  the  authority  of  these  cases,  without  deciding  ^"^ 
which  party  was  legally  entitled  to  the  property  at  the    Jukomhuel. 

•nd  others. 

time  of  issuing  the  third  fiat,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
creditors,  for  whose  benefit  it  was  sued  out  and  prose- 
cuted, are  entitled  to  retain  the  property,  which  they  have 
been  permitted  to  acquire  by  the  acquiescence  and  con- 
sent of  the  petitioners;  and  that  this  petition  must  be  dis- 
missed, with  costs. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


Ex  parte  Turner  and  another. — In  the  matter  of 
Thomas  Turner. 

This  was  a  petition  of  the  creditors'  assignees,  praying 
that  James  Clark,  late  an  official  assignee  (a),  who  was 
removed  by  an  Order  of  this  Court  dated  the  20th  April 
1841,  should  pay  over  forthwith  a  sum  of  200/.  received 
by  him  under  this  bankruptcy,  together  with  the  further 
sum  of  40/.  for  interest  on  the  same  at  the  rate  of  90L 
per  cent.,  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  contained  in  the 
1  &  2  mil.  4.  c.  66.  s.  22.,  and  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  104. 
By  the  first  mentioned  statute,  which  authorised  the 
appointment  of  official  assignees,  it  is  enacted  by  section 
22,  that  all  monies  belonging  to  a  bankrupt's  estate, 
which  are  received  by  an  official  assignee,  shall  be  forth- 
with paid  by  him  into  the  Bank  of  England  ;  and  that  if 
he  shall  neglect  to  make  such  payment,  he  shall  be  liable 
to  be  charged  in  the  same  manner,  as  by  the  6  Geo.  4. 
c.  16.  s.  104.  is  provided  in  cases  of  neglect  by  assignees 

(a)  See  another  petition  against  the  same  offical  assignee,  Ex  parte  Graham, 
ante,  p.  290. 


WeUminster, 
January  17. 

Where  an  offi« 
cial  assignee, 
who  had  been 
removed  from 
that  office, 
neglected  to  pay 
over  a  sum  of 
money  which 
he  had  received 
under  the  6 at, 
he  was  ordered 
forthwith  to  pay 
the  same, 
together  with 
interest  at  the 
rate  of  201.  i>er 
cent,  for  the  time 
of  his  retention 
of  the  money. 
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1842.  to  invest  money  in  the  purchase  of  exchequer  bills,  when 
Ex  parte  directed  so  to  do, — that  is,  that  he  shall  be  liable  to  be 
aadTajiotber.  ^^*^8^^  ^Y  ^^®  Commissioners  in  his  accounts,  with  such 
sum  as  shall  be  equal  to  interest  at  the  rate  of  201.  per 
cent,  on  all  such  money,  for  the  time  during  which  he 
shall  have  retained  or  employed  the  same,  or  during 
which  he  shall  have  neglected  to  invest  the  same  in  the 
purchase  of  exchequer  bills. 

Mr.  Terrell,  in  addition  to  the  above  statutes,  referred 
to  Lord  CottenhanCs  general  order,  dated  the  1st  Sep- 
tember 1836,  (a)  whereby  it  was  ordered  that  each  official 
assignee  should  pay  into  the  Bank  of  England,  to  the 
credit  of  the  accountant  in  bankruptcy,  all  such  sums  of 
money  as  shall  come  to  his  hands,  as  soon  as  they  shall 
amount  to  100/. 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  for  the  official  assignee.  This  petition 
is  an  additional  pressure  (&)  upon  the  unfortunate  re- 
spondent, who  believes  that,  when  the  accounts  in  the 
bankruptcy  are  properly  taken,  there  will  be  found  due 
to  him  a  sum  of  210/.,  or  upwards.  Although  he  feels 
the  petition  to  be  unnecessary,  he  would  not  have 
appeared  here  to  oppose  it,  had  not  the  penal  infliction 
of  heavy  interest  been  attempted  to  be  enforced.  This 
charge,  however,  of  20/.  per  cent,  is  directed  by  the  act 
of  parliament  to  be  made  by  the  Commissioners,  when 
the  assignee's  accounts  are  audited;  and  therefore  it  is 
not  a  question  for  this  Court.  There  is  no  case  in 
which  either  the  Lord  Chancellor,  or  this  Court,  has  ev^ 
exercised  the  power.      It  is  submitted,  therefore*  that 

(a)  See  I  Deac.  Rep.  693. 

(fr)  See  £x  jtarie  Graham,  ante,  page  290. 
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the  petition  must  be  dismissedy  as  relates  to  the  question        1842. 
of  interest ;  and  that  the  Court  will  refer  it  to  the  Com*      f^  p^^ 
missioner  to  arrange  and  audit  the  accounts.  w^waoSet 

Mr.  Terrell,  in  reply.  The  Commissioner  feels  some 
difficulty  in  proceeding  in  the  matter,  the  respondent 
being  no  longer  an  official  assignee;  and  the  present 
application  is  made  with  the  full  cognizance  and  ap- 
probation of  the  Commissioner.  With  respect  to  the 
novelty  of  the  application,  there  have  been  certainly  few 
occasions  when  such  proceedings  have  been  necessary; 
but  the  present  case  is  likely  to  be  followed  by  various 
others,  which  await  the  result  of  this  petition.  More- 
over, the  official  assignees  give  security  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor  for  duly  accounting  for  all  monies  received 
by  them ;  and  the  security  in  this  instance  will  be  useless, 
unless  we  prove  the  assignee  in  default. 

Sir  John  Cross. — ^This  is  a  petition  praying,  that 
Mr.  Clark,  who  was  lately  one  of  the  official  assignees 
of  this  Court,  may  pay  over  the  sum  of  200L  belonging 
to  the  bankrupt's  estate.  The  receipt  of  this  money  is 
admitted  by  Mr.  Clark,  as  also  that  he  is  bound  to  pay 
the  same,  according  to  the  directions  of  the  act  of  parlia- 
ment The  petitioner  likewise  claims  the  increased 
interest  of  SOL  per  cent.,  which  has  accrued  from  Mr. 
ClarKs  default.  The  Court  has  been  addressed  by  his 
counsel  in  terms  to  excite  its  compassion,  and  depre- 
cating an  Order  that  would  charge  him  to  the  extent  of 
his  legal  obligation  ;  as  if,  because  a  man  was  a  public 
defaulter,  he  must  be  an  object  of  public  commiseration. 
But  the  Court  has  no  power  to  take  such  matters  into 
account ;  nor  would  it  be  proper  to  do  so,  if  it  had  the 
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1842.  power ;  for,  in  that  case,  the  same  plea  would  be  invaria- 
Ex  parte  ^^7  urged.  It  is  then  contended,  that  this  Court  has  no 
•iS^ano^.  jurisdiction  to  order  the  payment  of  20/.  per  cent.,  but 
that  the  Commissioner  alone  has  authority  to  impose 
this  charge.  The  statute,  certainly,  declares  that  the 
Commissioner  may  charge  the  official  assignee  with  this 
increased  interest ;  but  that  does  not  take  away  the  juris- 
diction of  this  Court  to  order  the  payment  of  such 
interest  by  a  defaulting  assignee.  I  am  of  opinion,  that 
there  is  nothing  in  this  objection,  and  that  it  is  competent 
for  this  Court  to  direct  such  payment.  I  am  quite 
aware,  that  there  have  not  been  many  applications  of  this 
nature,  nor  perhaps  one  where  the  Court  has  ordered 
the  actual  payment ;  but,  when  the  Court  is  called  upon 
to  fulfill  the  positive  directions  of  a  very  salutary  pro- 
vision in  an  act  of  parliament,  it  must  do  its  duty ;  and  it 
will  be  well,  that  the  oflicial  assignees  should,  in  future, 
know  the  liability  they  incur  for  disregarding  the  express 
directions  of  the  statute,  under  which  they  derive  their 
authority.  The  Order  will  be,  that  Mr.  Clark  do  forth- 
with pay  over  the  200/.,  with  20/.  per  cent,  interest 
thereon  for  one  year,  during  which  he  has  wrongfully 
retained  the  money ;  and  he  must,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
pay  all  costs  on  this  petition.  The  payment  must  be 
made  within  fifteen  days ;  and,  in  the  event  of  his  making 
default,  the  petitioner  may  consider  what  proceedings 
can  be  taken  to  compel  such  payment  under  the  1  &  2 
Ftc^.c.  110. 

Order  as  prayed. 
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1842. 
Ex  parte  James  Holford  and  another. — In  the  matter       n^/^ 

of  HuBST  and  Smith. K^„,„.„.ur. 

^Y^  ^  January  21. 

IHIS  was  a  petition  for  the  appointment  of  an  in-  where  an  in- 
spector, to  protect  the  interests  of  the  separate  creditors  JSi^"o'pro- 
of  Smith.    The  bankrupts  had  carried  on  trade  in  part-  ^J^e  tJpi'rlS** 
nership  at  Hamburgh,  while  Smith  carried  on  a  separate  ^j2|  oUndln- 

ihe' 
are 


trade  at  London,  and  in  the  course  of  such  separate  cideniai  to  the 
'  ^  application  aie 

dealing  became  indebted  to  the  petitioners  in  the  sum  of  <i»r«cted  to  be 
^  *^  ^  ^  paid  out  of  the 

4000/.,  which  amount  they  had  proved  against  his  sepa-  separate  esute. 

rate  estate. 

Mr.  Bacon  appeared  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Rogers^  for  the  assignees,  contended  that,  as  there 
was  no  imputation  against  them,  there  was  no  case  made 
out  for  the  appointment  of  an  inspector. 

Sir  John  Cross. — There  is  a  peculiarity  in  this  case. 
The  joint  trade  was  carried  on  in  a  foreign  country,  and 
the  separate  trade  here ;  and  it  appears  that  the  assig- 
nees were  appointed  chiefly  by  the  joint  creditors  in  the 
foreign  country.  I  think  it  reasonable,  therefore,  that 
an  inspector  should  be  appointed  to  watch  over  the  inte- 
rests of  the  separate  creditors. 

Mr.  Bacon  suggested,  that,  under  these  circumstances, 
the  costs  of  the  application  should  come  out  of  the  joint 
estate. 

Sir  John  Cross,  after  referring  to  some  other  Orders 
on  the  same  subject  in  the  registrar's  book,  said,  that  the 
usual  Order  was,  that  the  costs  of,  and  incidental  to,  the 
application  should  come  out  of  the  separate  estate. 
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1842.  g^  p^j.^^  Q^^  ^^j  another. — In  the  matter  of 


Westminster,  SqUIBB. 

January  21. 

Amort^gee,     THIS  was  the  petition  of  the  executors  of  a  testator, 

by  demise,  * 

entenupjudg-    to  whom  the  bankrupt  had  mortgaged  freehold  property, 

meDt  against 

the  mortgagor     by  demise,  to  secure  300/.    Some  time  after  the  execution 

on  another  debt,  .  111 

and  dies.    His    of  the  mortgage,  the  bankrupt  gave  the  testator  a  warrant 

from  the  mort^    of  attorney,  on  which  judgment  was  afterwards  entered  up, 

Sfdu'm!  ST*"  to  secure  a  further  debt  of  1000/.    After  the  death  of  the 

to  bolTuie^Sue  testator,  the  bankrupt  signed  a  memorandum,  whereby  he 

^*^*i!ed*    -   *g^®®^>  *"  consideration  of  the  executors  not  pressing 

pertyasa  secu-  iiim  [q^  payment  of  the  sums  due  from  him  to  the  tes- 

nty  for  a  part  of  *    "^ 

the  judgment      tator's  estate,  that  the  title  deeds  of  the  mortga^^ed  pro- 
debt  in  addition  wo 
to  the  original     perty  should  be  held  as  a  security  for  a  sum  of  SCO/.,  in 

mortgage  debt. 

Held,  on  the  addition  to  the  former  sum  of  300/.  This  additional 
coming  bank-  sum  of  300/.,  according  to  the  statements  of  the  petition, 
executors  might,  formed  part  of  the  debt  of  1000/.  Subsequently,  the 
wnf  mortragee,  bankrupt  deposited  with  the  petitioners  certain  shares  m 
S*1the^*udffm(rat  ^  i^^^^  Stock  company,  as  a  collateral  security  for  the  sums 

debt  to  the  j^e  from  him  to  the  testator's  estate.  The  present  ap- 
mortgage.  *  * 

plication  was  for  the  usual  Order  of  sale,  and  for  leave  to 
tack  the  whole  of  the  judgment  debt  to  the  mortgage. 

Mr.  Keene,  in  support  of  the  petition,  cited  Baker  v. 
Harris  (a),  and  drew  a  distinction  between  the  present 
case  and  Ex  parte  Pettit  (ft). 

Mr.  Simmons  appeared  for  a  second  mortgagee. 


Sir  John  Cross  entertained  some  doubts,  at  first,  on 
the  point ;  but,  on  a  subsequent  day,  his  Honor  said,  that, 
on  the  authority  of  Baker  v.  Harris,  he  thought  that  the 
petitioners  were  entitled  to  tack  the  judgment. 


(a)  16  Vcs.  397.  (6)  2  G.  &  J.  47. 
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Ex  parte  Hedderly. — In  the  matter  of  Hickliv. 1842. 

This  was  the  petition  of  the  public  officer  of  a  banking     Watminster, 

January  22. 

company^  for  liberty  to  prove,  without  giving  up  a  mort-  where  the 
gage  security.     By  a  post-nuptial   settlement,   certain  ^f©  executwl  i* 
property,  of  which,  at  the  time  of  the  bankrupt's  mar-  ^intoemof  Uie 

riage,  his  wife  was  tenant  in  tail,  was  limited  to  such  ^^^^\*  ^^*«  ^  * 
®  ...  creditor,  as  a  se- 

nses as  the  bankrupt  and  his  wife  should  jointly  appoint ;  5"%  fo' « <*«^t 

due  from  the 

and,  subject  thereto,  to  the  use  of  the  wife  for  life,  for  bankrupt  :jFr«w, 

._  .     _  -  «    ,      1       1      that  the  creditor 

her  separate  use,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  bank-  might  prove  for 
rupt   for  life,  and   remainders   over   in   favour   of  the  without  giving' 
children  of  the  marriage.     The  mortgage  security  in  It^beinglncum-' 
question  was  a  deed,  whereby,  in  execution  of  the  joint  reoJvwwhathe 
power  contained  in  the  settlement,  the  property  was  ap-  t^nlfrupt'Tw^* 
pointed  to  the  use  of  trustees  in  fee,  upon  trust,  if  the  ***®'Jij'*°'*jJ* 
bankrupt  paid  to  the  company  the  balances,  for  the  time  property  of  Uie 
being,  owing  from  him  upon  his  account  current,  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  a  covenant  in  the  deed,  to  reconvey 
the  property  to  the  uses  of  the  settlement ;  but,  in  default 
of  such  payment,  "  upon  trust,"  and  the  trustees  were 
thereby  "  empowered  and  authorized"  to  sell ;  and,  after 
retaining  the  amount  secured  by  the  deed,  to  pay  the 
surplus  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  to  the  bankrupt,  and 
to  reconvey  any  unsold  portions  of  the  property  to  the 
uses  of  the  settlement. 

On  the  31st  March  1841  the  fiat  issued,  when  a 
balance  of  24&2L  was  due  from  the  bankrupt  to  the 
petitioner. 

Mr.  Coleridge,  for  the  petition.  In  JEx  parte  Daven- 
port (a),  Sir  George  Rose  said,  that  '*  with  respect  to  the 
question  as  to  the  right  of  proving  for  the  whole  debt, 
without  first  realizing  the  security,  it  seems  to  me,  that 
there  is  no  essential  difference  in  such  right  of  proof, 

(a)  1  MoDt.  Deac.  &  D.  323. 
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1842.  whether  the  security  is  given  by  a  stranger,  or  by  one  of 
^"^  the  bankrupts ;  and  that  the  obligation  of  the  creditor  to 
Heddibly.  realize  his  security  is  not  stronger  in  the  one  case,  than 
the  other.**  Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  bankrupt  had 
no  present  interest  in  the  estate,  which  was  the  subject  of 
the  security ;  his  wife  was  entitled  to  it  for  her  life  ;  and 
therefore  the  property  secured  may  be  considered  as  that 
of  a  stranger.  In  Ex  parte  Chroom  (a),  Sir  George  Rou 
said,  that  it  has  become  almost  a  maxim  in  bankruptcy, 
that  a  security  is  never  to  go  in  reduction  of  a  proof,  un- 
less the  property  of  the  estate  against  which  the  proof  is 
tendered. 

Mr.  Keene,  contra.  The  question  for  the  Court  to 
determine  is,  whether,  by  the  exercise  of  the  joint  power 
of  appointment  by  the  bankrupt  and  his  wife,  this  pro- 
perty does  not  belong  to  the  bankrupt's  estate.  The 
exercise  of  the  power  of  appointment  in  that  form  gave 
an  immediate  interest  to  the  bankrupt;  for  the  authority 
given  to  the  trustees  to  sell,  in  case  of  any  default  of  pay- 
ment by  the  bankrupt,  gave  the  trustees  a  complete  do- 
minion over  the  property  when  the  mortgage  became 
forfeited.  If  the  sale  had  taken  place,  the  bankrupt 
would  have  been  absolutely  entitled  to  the  surplus  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale.  The  contract  here  was  between 
the  bankrupt  and  the  mortgagee ;  and  therefore  the  mort- 
gagee has  no  right  to  prove  for  the  balance  owing  to  him, 
without  first  giving  up  his  security.  Besides,  it  is  not  a 
mere  power  to  sell,  which  is  given  by  the  deed;  but  a 
trust  to  sell.  The  trustees,  therefore,  are  bound  to  exe- 
cute the  trust.  The  default  in  payment  was  made  before 
the  bankruptcy  ;  consequently,  the  trusts  became  opera- 


(a)  3  Mont.  &  A.  164  J  2  Dcac.  265. 
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live.     If  the  wife  has  any  interest  in  the  question,  she        iS4fl. 
must  assert  it  in  a  different  form.    The  effect  of  her  ex-       ^"^"^^^ 

£z  parts 

ercising  the  power  of  appointment  was,  to  divest  her  of  all  Hbddbult. 
interest  in  the  property.  Besides,  at  all  events,  the 
bankrupt  had  a  reversionary  interest  in  the  property, 
which,  of  course,  passed  to  the  assignees  under  the  bank- 
ruptcy subject  to  the  mortgage.  What  is  to  become  of 
that?  If  the  security  is  not  realized,  it  must  be  given 
up  to  the  person  from  whom  it  was  taken.  And  he  cited 
Maundrell  v.  Maundrell  (a). 

Mr.  Coleridge^  in  reply.  The  limitation  in  the  deed, 
as  to  the  surplus  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  being  paid 
to  the  bankrupt,  does  not  affect  the  question.  [Sir  John 
Cross.  The  only  doubt  may  be,  as  to  the  bankrupt's  con- 
tingent interest  in  the  property.]  The  petitioner  has  no 
objection  to  agree  to  any  just  apportionment. 

Sir  John  Cross. — If  the  proof  be  admitted,  and  twenty 
shillings  in  the  pound  be  paid  to  the  petitioner,  the  wife 
will  in  that  case  be  restored  to  her  original  rights.  I 
think  she  is  entitled  to  have  her  interests  considered,  and 
that  the  petitioner  ought  to  endeavour  to  recover  what 
he  can  from  the  bankrupt's  estate,  before  he  resorts  to 
the  security  he  holds  on  the  property  of  the  wife. 

The  Order  was,  that  the  petitioner  should  be  per- 
mitted to  prove  for  his  whole  debt,  without  giving 
up  his  security ;  but  the  Order  was  not  to  extend 
to  authorize  a  sale  of  the  property.  And  the 
parties  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply, 
(a)  7Ve».567j  10  Vw.  246. 
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N-N-^ 


Ex  parte  Mudie. — In  the  matter  of  William  Jiunss. 

H^MiMintecr,    This  was  a  petition  complaining  of  the  rejection  of  a 

A  petitum  com-  proof. 
pltimng  of  the 
rajectioo  of  a 

KTfoJAtS  M*"-  G^^fl««#  in  support  of  the  petition. 

groaods  of  the 
rajectioo,  nor 

•tatM  that  nope       Mr.  Greene  objected  to  the  petition  bein^  heard,  as 

were  assigoed* 

H$id,  the  peti-    it  neither  stated  why  the  Commissioners  had  declined  to 

tioo  might 

nefertheleH  be    receive  the  proof,  nor  alleged  that  they  had  rejected  it, 

heardt 

without  assigning  any  reason,  and  he  cited  Ex  parte 

Worthed),  and  Montagu  and  Ayrton's  Bankrupt  Law, 

vol.  1,  p.  412. 


Sir  John  Cross. — I  cannot  assume,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence,  that  the  Commissioners  did  assign  a  reason  on 
rejecting  the  proof;  and  therefore  I  cannot,  on  this  preli- 
minary objection,  which  is  in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer, 
refuse  to  hear  the  petition. 

The  petition  was  then  heard,  and  dismissed  on  the 
merits. 

(a)  2  D.  &  C.  4. 


Ex  parte  Washbrook. — In  the  matter  of  Brown. 

WMtmiruter, 

ThrcTurtlm  M^-  COLERIDGE,  for  the  respondents,  took  a 
bear  the  peUiion  preliminary  objection  to  this  petition  being  heard,  on 
although  the  at-  account  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  attestation   to  the 

tettatioD  of  It  IS 

defective  id  not  petitioner's  signature.     The  petitioner  was  a  marksman, 

tUting  that  the  ,     ,  .         ,.  ,  ,  _  ..        ,     , 

GtitioDhas        and  the  attestation  did  not  state  that  the  petition  bad 
en  read  to        ,  ,  ,  . 

him  \  if  the        been  read  over  to  him. 

KtitioDer'i  affi- 
▼it,  beiDg  an  echo  of  the  petttiooi  ii  expressed,  in  the  jurat,  to  have  been  read  to  him. 
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Mr.  BacoUy  in  support  of  the  petition,  referred  to  the 
affidavit  of  the  petitioner,  which  was  an  echo  of  the 

'^  Ex  ptrto 

petition,  and  was  expressed  in  the  jtarat  to  ha?e  been    Washbbooe. 
read  over  to  the  petitioner. 

The  Court  held  this  sufficient,  and  heard  the  petition, 
but  dismissed  it,  with  costs,  upon  the  merits. 


Ex  parte  John  Wright,  Thomas  Wright,  Pasquale 
Fabri,  and  Ferdinand  Catalacci. — In  the  matter 
of  Anthony  George  Wright  Biddulph,  John 
Wright,  William  Robinson,  and  Edmund  Wil- 
liam Jerninoham. 

The  bankrupts, -4.  G.  W.  Biddulph  mi  John  Wright, 
were  the  residuary  legatees  and  executors,  and  the  bank- 
rupt John  Wright  was  the  sole  acting  executor,  of  a 
testator  named  John  Biddulph,  who,  by  his  will,  be- 
queathed annuities  to  the  petitioners  Thomas  Wright, 
P.  Fabri,  and  F.  Catalacci.  John  Wright,  as  the  tes- 
tator's executor,  had  possessed  himself  of  the  testator's 
personal  estate.  Certain  articles,  forming  part  of  that 
estate,  and  consisting  of  furniture,  plate,  &c.,  came  into 
the  possession  of  the  bankrupts,  with  the  privity  of  the 
executor,  and  remained,  in  specie,  in  their  possession  at 
the  date  of  the  fiat. 

These  articles  having  been  sold  for  2046Z.,  that  sum 
was  claimed  by  the  assignees,  as  arising  from  property 
in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupts  at  the  date 
of  the  fiat ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  petitioners 
insisted  that  they  were  entitled  to  have  the  whole  of 
it  applied  to  the  purposes  of  the  will.     The  ques- 


WittMitutstf 
January  24. 
Part  of  the 
efiecu  which 
came  into  the 
handi  of  an 
executor's 
assigoeei,  on  his 
baokraptcy, 
consisted  of  spe- 
ci6c  assets  of 
the  testator.    A 
suit  in  chancenr 
beioff  instituted 
for  the  adminis- 
tration of  the 
testator's  estate, 
the  proceeds  of 
these  assets 
were  ordered 
by  the  Court  of 
Review  to  be 
retained  and  in- 
vested, although 
no  accounts  had 
been  taken ;  the 
suit  in  chancery 
not  having  pro- 
ceeded to  a 
decree. 
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1S4.2  ^'^°  ^^  raised  by  a  bill  in  chancery  filed  by  the  peti- 
^^/^  doners^  Thomas  Wright^  P.  Fabric  and  JP.  Gi/oZocci, 
Wmoht  against  the  bankrupt  John  Wright^  and  the  assignees, 
and  othen.  f^j.  payment  of  their  annuities,  and  was  decided  upon 
demurrer  in  favour  of  the  annuitants.  The  assignees 
having  then  put  in  their  answer,  the  bill  was  amended, 
so  as  to  pray  for  accounts  of  the  general  administration 
of  the  testator*8  estate ;  but  no  decree  had  been  pro- 
nounced. The  prayer  of  the  present  petition  was,  (among 
other  things,)  that  the  petitioners  might  be  at  liberty  to 
prove  against  the  separate  estates  oi  A.O*  W.  Siddulph 
and  John  Wright  the  sum  of  2046L,  without  prejudice 
to  the  suit  in  chancery,  or  to  their  right  to  claim  the 
whole  of  such  sum ;  and  that  a  sufficient  sum  to  answer 
the  dividend  on  such  proof  might  be  retained  and  in- 
vested. 

Mr.  J.  Cache,  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Dixon,  for  the  assignees.  There  is  no  evidence 
that  the  executors  are  indebted  to  the  estate  in  the 
amount  sought  to  be  proved,  or  in  any  other  amount ; 
their  accounts  not  having  been  yet  taken.  And,  as  the 
matter  is  now  in  litigation  in  another  court,  it  is  to  that 
court  that  the  petitioners  ought  to  have  applied  to 
establish  their  claim,  before  they  came  here  to  prove. 
The  Court  has  not  even  a  primd  facie  case  to  proceed 
upon. 

Mr.  J.  Cooke,  in  reply. 

Sir  John  Cross. — I  think  the  Order  should  not  be 
limited  in  the  manner  sought  by  the  prayer,  but  should 
extend  to  a  reservation  of  the  whole  sum  of  S046/. 


and  olben. 
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The  Order,  so  far  as  regarded  this  part  of  the  peti-  1842. 
tion,  was,  that  the  assignees  should  pay  into  ^^^ 
Court  the  sum  of  2046Z.,  subject  to  the  fiirther  )^'*'0"'' 
Order  of  the  Court;  the  money  to  be  laid  out; 
and  all  parties  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply.  The 
petitioners  were,  in  the  first  instance,  to  pay  the 
assignees'  costs,  and  their  own. 


Ex  parte  Robert  Neave  Richards  and  James  Briant. 
— In  the  matter  of  Robert  Richards,  James  Briant, 
and  James  Coker.  We$tmintur, 

January  28. 

This  was  a  petition  of  two  of  the  bankrupts  to  annul  jo^ffiat^ui* 
the  fiat,  on  the  ground  of  a  misnomer  of  one  of  the  00^^03""/^' 
petitioners.     The  act  of  bankruptcy  relied  upon  was  the  ^onurm  it 
omission  to  pay  or  give  security  for  a  debt,  according  to  baDkropu,  by 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  1  &  2  Vict,  c.  110.  s.  8.  one  of  bis 

christian  names. 
In  the  notice  which  had  been  given  to  the  bankrupts      Qutere,  Whe- 

under  the  directions  of  the  act,  Mr.  Richards  was  named  mimomer  of  ti 

as  Rohei't  Richards^  by  which  name  he  was  also  desig-  ceedlngs^u^er 

nated  in  the  fiat.     This  was  the  misnomer  on  which  the  hq^  g.8*.r*isa 

petitioners  relied,  as  invalidating  the  fiat.     According  to  fofa'llrunfJ^^^ 

the  evidence  read  in  support  of  the  petition,  Mr.  Richards  ^^^^^^^^ 

was  baptized  by  the  name  of  Robert  Neave  Richards.     J^  prove  tbe 
*  .  -^  existence  of 

which  name  he  had  always  adopted.     Two  specific  in-  such  a  mUno- 

tner,  it  is  not 

stances  of  his  using  it  were  adduced  by  way  of  example ;  enoueh  to  state 

that  the  trader 

one  was,  that  he  had  subscribed  his  name  thus  to  the  was  baptized  by, 

and  always 

partnership  articles,  in  which  he  was  also  throughout  so  adopted,  another 

designated;  and  the  other  was,  that  upon  a  board  attached  by  which  he  is 
to  the  cart  belonging  to  the  firm,  on  which  the  names  of  m^^^^appear  ^ 
all  the  partners  were  set  forth  in  full,  that  of  Mr.  Rich-  gVncmlly  k*nowa 

VOL.  11.  L  L  ^y  »"«**  <***»«' 

name. 


and  ocben. 


1 
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184-2.  ards  muB  written  Robert  Neave  BicMardSm  And  it  further 
^^"^^  appeared,  that  on  the  144h  of  NoYember  1841  the  peti- 
,^y"A.*^  tioning  creditors  stmck  a  docket  against  the  bankroptSy 
in  which,  as  well  as  in  the  affidavit,  Mr.  Bickardi  was 
named  Robert  Neave  Richards;  but  no  fiat  had  been 
issued  on  this  docket.  On  the  part  of  the  assignees, 
evidence  was  produced  to  show  that  the  firm  traded  under 
the  description  of  Richards,  Briant,  and  Coker,  only; 
and  that  the  stockbroker  of  the  firm,  on  being  applied  to 
for  information  as  to  the  name  of  Mr.  Richards,  gave  it 
as  Robert  Richards.  An  action  bad  been  brought  against 
him  by  this  name  by  the  petitioning  creditors,  and  be 
had  taken  no  objection  on  the  ground  of  a  misnomer. 
At  the  opening  of  the  fiat  on  the  28th  of  December, 
Mr.  Richards  and  his  solicitor  attended  and  stated  the 
defect  in  the  proceedings  to  the  Commissioner,  and  sub- 
mitted that  Mr.  Richards  ought  not  to  be  called  upon 
to  surrender;  to  which  opinion  the  Commissioner  also 
inclined,  but  referred  the  solicitor  to  another  Commis- 
sioner then  sitting,  who  gave  his  opinion  that  Mr. 
Richards  ought  to  surrender,  but  that  the  fiat  should  be 
amended.  The  Commissioner,  before  whom  the  fiat 
was  opened,  then  called  on  the  bankrupt  to  surrender, 
which  he  accordingly  did,  protesting  that  he  did  not,  by 
taking  that  step,  intend  to  waive  any  objection,  or  to 
acquiesce  in  the  validity  of  the  proceedings. 

Mr.  Keene,  and  Mr.  JBilton,  in  support  of  the  petition. 
The  bankrupts  have  a  right  to  receive  from  their  certificate, 
when  they  obtain  it,  that  full  protection,  which  can  only 
arise  from  the  proceedings  being  regular ;  and  even  if,  by 
the  assistance  of  evidence  of  identity,  a  certificate  under 
a  fiat  in  which  one  of  the  bankrupts  was  misnamed  might 
be  made  use  of,  still  the  petitioning  creditor  has  no  right 
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to  occasion  this  inconvenience  and  expense  by  his  care- 
lessness, especially  when  it  appears  that  he  was  fully 
aware  of  the  bankrupt's  connect  name,  having  used  it  in 
a  former  proceeding.  In  Ex  parte  Forsfiaw{a),  the 
Lord  Chancellor  refused  to  order  a  commission  to  be 
amended,  in  which  there  was  a  mistake,  and  directed  a 
supersedeas  at  the  expense  of  the  petitioning  creditor. 
These  observations  apply  to  the  misdescription  in  the 
fiat.  But  the  misdescription  in  the  proceedings  under 
the  statute  1  Vict.  c.  1 10.  s.  8.  is  of  still  greater  impor- 
tance. The  enactment  is  a  penal  one,  and  a  person 
cannot  be  declared  a  bankrupt  under  it,  unless  its  provi- 
sions are  strictly  observed. 


1842. 

£x  parte 
Richards 
and  others. 


Mr.  Bacon^  for  the  petitioning  creditor.  That  the 
mistake,  if  it  be  one,  will  not  prevent  the  certificate  from 
being  given  in  evidence,  is  clear  from  the  case  of  Stevens 
V.  JElizee  {b) ;  where,  it  appearing  that  a  person  who  had 
traded  under  the  name  of  Pire  Elizie^  was  described  in 
the  commission  as  Vincent  Tallachan,  Lord  Ellenhorough 
only  required  evidence  of  the  defendant  having  been 
once  called  Vincent  Tallachon,  and  of  his  being  the 
individual  named  in  the  commission.  And  in  Ex  parte 
Gilligan  (c)  the  Court  refused  to  annul  a  fiat,  on  the 
ground  of  the  bankrupt  being  named  in  it  John  Gilligan, 
instead  of  John  Christian  Gilligan.  [Sir  J.  Cross* 
Have  you  an  affidavit  to  show  that  Mr.  Richards  was 
known  by  the  name  of  Robert  Richards?]  We  have 
what  is  stronger,  namely,  the  fact  of  an  action  being 
brought  against  him  in  that  name  by  the  petitioning 
creditors,  to  which  he  appeared ;  thereby  admitting  that  to 


(a)  1  G.  &  J.  368. 
(6)  3  Camp.  256. 


(c)  1  M.  D.  &  D.  144. 


L  l2 


and  othen. 
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1842.  be  a  correct  designation.  [Sir  John  Cross*  The  most 
J^"^  important  question  seems  to  be  that,  with  reference  to  the 
RrcHARM  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  statute  renders  necessary  an 
aflSdavit  of  debt,  and  you  have  sworn  that  a  person 
named  Robert  Richards  is  indebted  to  you.  Supposing 
that  not  to  be  the  name  of  Mr.  Richards,  the  petitioner, 
are  you  entitled  to  say  that  he  has  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  ?  That  part  of  the  argument  is  not  aflfected 
by  the  authorities  to  which  you  have  referred.]  The 
substance  of  the  affidavit  is,  not  that  Robert  Richards  is 
indebted  to  the  petitioning  creditors,  but  that  a  partner- 
ship, consisting  of  Robert  Richards,  James  JSriant,  and 
James  Coher,  are  so  indebted ;  and  the  notice  is  leh  at 
their  place  of  business.  Would  not  a  judge  direct  the 
jury,  that  if  they  were  satisfied  of  the  identity  of  the 
parties,  they  ought  to  find  in  favour  of  the  validity  of  the 
fiat, — as  Lord  EUenborough  did  in  Stevens  v.  EUzee(a)  ? 

Mr.  Keene,  in  reply.  In  Stevens  v.  JSlizie,  the  name 
by  which  the  bankrupt  was  described  in  the  commission 
was  his  real  name ;  and  the  objection  was,  that  another 
name  under  which  he  had  traded  should  have  been 
added  with  an  alias.  And  as  to  the  case  of  GiUigan  v. 
CrtW^an,— that  case  was  decided  on  the  ground,  that  the 
bankrupt  did  not,  on  surrendering,  nor  afterwards  on  ex- 
amination before  the  Commissioner,  explain  that  he  was 
not  properly  named ;  whereas  here  Mr.  Richards  stated 
the  objection  at  once,  and  protested  that  he  did  not,  by 
surrendering,  intend  to  acquiesce  in  the  proceedings. 

Sir  John  Cross. — This  is  an  application  on  the  part 
of  two  out  of  three  bankrupts  to  annul  the  fiat,  <m  the 

(a)  3  Campb.  266. 


n 
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ground  of  a  misnomer  of  one  of  the  three ;  and  if  the  act        1842. 

of  bankruptcy  is  to  be  invalidated,  or  if  the  fiat  is  to  be       ^^^^^^ 

invalidated  by  reason  of  the  misnomer,  the  burden  of     Richaeds 

tod  others, 
proof  lies  upon  the  party  alleging  the  misnomer  to  exist. 

Now,  with  regard  to  the  description  of  the  bankrupt  in 
the  fiat,  whether  it  is  a  misnomer  or  not,  does  not  appear 
material  to  the  present  question ;  as  I  am  of  opinion, 
that,  if  it  were  a  misnomer,  that  circumstance  would  not 
be  sufficient  to  invalidate  the  fiat.  But  it  is  another  and  a 
distinct  question,  whether  a  party  could  be  held  to  have 
committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  under  the  proceedings 
directed  to  be  taken  by  the  1  &  S  Vict.  c.  HO.  s.  8.,  if 
he  were  misnamed  in  those  proceedings.  The  first 
question,  however,  that  arises  is,  whether  Mr.  Richards 
has,  in  fact,  been  misnamed ;  and  I  do  not  say,  that,  if 
this  were  proved  to  be  the  case,  the  fiat  could  be  sup- 
ported under  the  section  to  which  I  have  referred.  It 
appears,  that  the  party,  called  Robert  Richards  in  the 
fiat,  was  generally  known  by  the  name  of  Richards 
only;  that  being  the  name  under  which  he  traded  in 
copartnership  with  the  other  parties  named  in  the  fiat. 
The  style  of  the  firm  was  Richards,  Briant,  and  Coker  ; 
and  Mr.  Richards  was,  consequently,  known  not  as 
Robert  Richards,  or  as  Robert  Neave  Richards,  but  as 
the  partner  in  this  firm  of  Richards,  Briant,  and  Coher. 
What,  then,  is  the  evidence  of  misnomer  ?  The  petition 
does  not  state,  that  Mr.  Richards  was  not  generally 
known  or  called  by  the  name  of  Robert  Richards  ;  nor 
is  there  any  evidence  to  that  efiect.  But  Mr.  Richards 
states,  that  he  always  adopted  the  name  o{  Robert  Neave 
Richards,  and  mentions  two  instances  of  the  fact; 
one  being  that  of  the  inscription  on  the  cart,  and  the 
other  that  of  his  signature  of  the  partnership  articles. 
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£z  parte 
Richards 
and  others. 


On  the  other  hand,  it  is  shown  that  the  respondents 
traded  with  him  by  the  name  of  Richards,  only^  in  con- 
junction with  two  other  individuals,  as  to  whose  names 
no  mistake  is  alleged  to  have  been  made;  it  appears, 
further,  that,  when  inquiry  was  made  of  his  stockbroker 
as  to  what  his  name  was,  the  reply  was  that  it  was 
Robert  Richards;  and,  in  addition  to  those  circum- 
stances, there  is  that  of  its  being  customary^  where  a 
party  has  a  double  name,  to  designate  him  by  the  first 
only ;  that  is  the  way,  in  which  such  a  name  is  usually 
treated.  For  these  reasons,  and  because  I  find  no  proof 
of  a  misnomer  besides  the  two  facts  of  the  name  Robert 
Neave  Richards  being  inscribed  on  the  cart,  and  its 
being  affixed  to  the  partnership  articles, — there  being, 
moreover,  not  one  witness  brought  forward  who  could 
swear  that  he  always  knew  Mr.  Richards  by  that  name, 
and  Mr.  Richards  not  taking  upon  himself  to  say  that 
he  was  so  known, — I  do  not  think  that  the  allegation  of 
a  misnomer  is  made  out,  or  the  regularity  of  the  proceed- 
ings under  tlie  recent  statute  impeached.  The  petition 
must,  therefore,  be  dismissed ;  but  I  make  no  Order  as 
to  costs,  except  that  the  petitioning  creditor  is  to  take 
his  out  of  the  estate. 


Ex  parte  John  Getting. — In  the  matter  of  John 

Westminster,  BURNIE. 

January  29. 

Id  the  proceed-  XHIS  was  a  petition  to  rescind  an  Order  annulling  a 

iogs  under  a         ^        «  ^  .  mi       /»  •  i 

London  6at  the   fiat  for  Want  of  prosecution.     1  be  fiat  was  issued  on 

bankruptcy  is 

found  on  the  14th  day,  and  advertized  on  the  15th,  wiihoat  any  istennediate  notice  of  the 
adjudication  being  given  at  the  office.  On  the  15th  day  an  application  is  made  by  aDOtber 
party  for  a  new  fiat,  and  to  annul  the  former,  for  want  of  prosecution ;  and  on  tbe  16tli  day 
an  Order  to  that  efiect  is  made.  A  p«>tilion  to  rescind  this  Order  dismissed;  there  beio^  no 
statement  in  the  petition,  or  in  the  affidavits  on  either  sidei  as  to  the  solicitor  who  obtained 
the  Order  having  notice  of  the  adjudication ;  but  there  being  groiuds  for  suipecUng  coUuMon 
between  the  bankrupt  and  the  party  suing  out  the  annulled  fiat. 
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the  3d  of  January;  but  the  adjudication  did  not  take        1842. 
place  till  the  17th,  which  fell  on  a  Monday.    It  was       Expane 
advertized  on  the  18th ;  but,  on  the  morning  of  that  day,      Getting. 
and  before  the  publication  of  the  Gazette,  another  cre- 
ditor, named  Frederick  Figge,  the  present  respondent, 
applied  under  Lord  RosslyrCs  Order  (a)  for  an  Order  to 
annul,  and  for  a  new  fiat,  which  was  ordered  accordingly 
on  the  19th;  the  usual  affidavit  having  been  made  by 
the  respondent's   solicitor,    that  he  had  searched  the 
Gazettes,  and  found  no  advertisement  of  an  adjudication. 
On  the  22d  the  bankruptcy  was  found  under  the  res- 
pondent's fiat. 

Mr.  Bacon,  in  support  of  the  petition.  The  adjudi- 
cation under  the  fiat,  which  has  been  annulled,  took 
place  within  the  proper  time,  and  was  advertized  as  soon 
as  possible,  and  before  the  issuing  of  the  respondent's 
fiat.  The  respondent's  solicitor  does  not  venture  to 
swear,  that  he  did  not  know  the  adjudication  had  taken 
place  when  he  sued  out  his  fiat.     He  knew  that  the  day, 

(a)  **  I  do  hereby  order,  that  any  commission  of  bankrupt,  which  shaU 
be  sued  out  from  and  after  the  20th  day  of  June  instant,  and  to  be  executed 
in  the  city  of  London,  shall  be  supersedable  for  want  of  prosecution  at  the 
expiration  of  fourteen  days,  and  not  sooner,  after  the  date  thereof;  and  that 
any  commission  of  bankrupt,  which  shall  be  sued  out  from  and  after  the 
said  26th  day  of  June  instant,  and  not  be  executed  in  the  city  of  London, 
shall  be  supersedable  for  want  of  prosecution,  at  the  expiration  of  twenty- 
eight  days,  and  not  sooner,  afler  the  date  thereof;  and  I  do  further  order, 
that  one  day  shall  elapse  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  fourteen  or  twenty* 
eight  days,  before  any  Order  shall  be  made  for  such  supersedeas ;  and  that 
the  application  which  shall,  in  the  course  of  that  day,  be  first  made  by  any 
other  attorney  or  solicitor  than  the  attorney  or  solicitor  at  whose  instance 
the  supersedable  commission  was  issued,  for  a  supenedeas  of  sach  commis- 
sion, and  for  a  new  commission  to  be  issued,  shall  be  preferred  to  an  appli- 
cation for  the  same  purposes  by  the  attorney  or  solicitor,  who  sued  out  such 
supersedable  commission."    June  26th  1793. 
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1842.        on  which  he  took  that  step,  was  one  on  which  the  Loo- 


Ex  parte  ^®"  Gazette  was  published,  and  it  was  very  easy  for  him 
Obttino.  ^q  ascertain  that  the  adjudication  had  been  made.  And, 
although  he  joins  his  client  in  all  the  other  passages  of 
the  aiBdavity  he  is  silent  when  he  comes  to  the  passage 
relating  to  ignorance  of  the  adjudication.  The  authority 
of  Ex  parte  Ellis  (a)  consequently  applies.  In  that 
case  Lord  Eldon  said, ''  there  is  a  positive  Order,  giving 
fourteen  days  to  proceed  on  the  commission;"  and 
again,  ''  I  cannot  go  the  length  of  saying  the  Order  is 
not  satisfied  till  publication  in  the  Gazette.  Suppose 
the  adjudication  was  on  Wednesday,  it  cannot  be  pub- 
lished till  Saturday.  When  this  solicitor  applied  at  the 
office  on  Monday,  if  he  had  stated,  that  he  had  been 
informed  the  party  was  declared  a  bankrupt  on  Saturday, 
though  too  late  for  the  Gazette,  he  would  not  have  bad 
a  commission ;''  and  the  second  commission  was  super- 
seded. It  is,  indeed,  very  doubtful,  whether  an  Order 
to  annul,  for  want  of  prosecution,  can  be  supported, 
when  it  is  made  after  an  actual  adjudication  has  taken 
place  (ft). 

Mr.  Wood^  for  the  respondent.  The  facts  of  the  case 
are  these.  The  respondent  took  proceedings  under  the 
act,  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10.  s.  8.,  with  the  view  of  issuing  a 
fiat  against  the  bankrupt ;  and  on  the  5th  of  December, 
being  the  first  day  after  the  expiration  of  the  twenty-one 
days  mentioned  in  the  section,  an  act  of  bankruptcy  having 
been  committed  under  its  provisions,  he  proceeded  to 
strike  a  docket,  but  found  that  a  fiat  had  been  sued  out  on 
the  petition  of  a  person  named  Hughes^  a  personal  friend 
of  the  bankrupt  on  the  4th.   No  proceedings  were  taken 

(a)  7  Vc8.  135.  {h)  See  Ex  parte  Baker,  2  D.  &  C.  366. 
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under  this  fiat ;  and  on  the  29th  of  December^  when  the  1842. 
respondent  was  again  about  to  take  proceedings,  he  Ez  parte 
found  that  the  first  fiat  had  been  superseded,  and  that  a  Gbttino. 
second  fiat  had  been  sued  out  in  the  name  of  another 
petitioning  creditor,  but  by  the  same  solicitors.  It  is 
this  second  fiat,  which  is  now  sought  to  be  revived; 
although  it  was  not  prosecuted  till  the  last  moment  pre- 
scribed by  the  act.  This  is  not  an  application,  therefore, 
which  should  meet  with  any  favour ;  the  object  of  both 
the  fiats  sued  out  by  the  petitioners'  solicitors  being, 
evidently,  not  the  distribution  of  his  assets  among  his 
creditors,  but  the  delay  and  defeat  of  another  creditor, 
who  has  that  object  in  view.  [Sir  John  Cross.  How 
does  it  appear,  that  the  petitioner  knew  of  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  of  the  6th  of  December?]  The  bankrupt 
knew  of  it,  and  it  is  sworn  that  the  petitioner  is  acting  in 
concert  with  him.  Ex  'parte  Henderson  {a)  is  exactly 
in  point.  There  the  practice  was  settled  to  be,  in  the 
case  of  a  country  commission,  to  issue  a  supersedeas  on 
the  30th  day,  (which  answers  to  the  16th  day  in  the 
proceeding  under  a  London  commission,)  on  an  appli- 
cation on  the  29th,  unless  notice  was  given  at  the  office 
on  the  29th  that  the  bankruptcy  was  found.  And  the 
rule  was  rigidly  applied  in  that  case,  although  the  adju- 
dication took  place  within  the  proper  time,  that  is  to  say, 
on  the  28th  day, — and  although  from  the  distance  of  the 
place  where  the  commission  was  opened,  it  was  impos- 
sible that  notice  should  arrive  as  early  as  the  29th  day. 
There  is  no  foundation,  therefore,  for  the  statement,  that 
a  fiat  cannot  be  superseded  after  the  adjudication  has 
taken  place ;  a  proposition,  which  is  also  contradicted  by 
the  more  recent  case  of  Ex  parte  WestaU{b),  where  the 

(a)  2  Ro.  190.  (6)  4  Dea.  &  C.  350. 
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1842.        Court  refused  to  rescind  an  Order  to  annuls  which  was 

£z  parte      made  after  the  adjudication.    With  regard  to  the  absenoe 

Gettino.      ^f  ^^  aflSdavit  on  the  part  of  the  respondent's  solicitor^ 

as  to  his  ignorance  of  the  adjudication,  the  petitioner 

does  not  raise  that  issue  by  stating  either  on  this  petition 

or  affidavits^  that  the  solicitor  had  any  knowledge  of  it* 

Mr.  Bacon,  in  reply.  To  bring  the  case  within  the 
authority  of  Ex  parte  Henderson  {a),  the  respondent 
must  show  that  his  solicitor  had  no  notice  of  the  adjudi- 
cation, which  had  taken  place  the  day  before  that  on 
which  his  fiat  was  issued.  [Sir  John  Cross.  The  rule 
is,  that  if  the  adjudication  has  not  appeared  in  the 
Gazette,  it  must  appear  by  notice  given  at  the  office ;  you 
gave  no  such  notice.]  The  respondent's  solicitor  ab- 
stained from  making  any  inquiry  at  the  office ;  and  the 
rule  as  to  giving  notice  there,  is  not  an  inviariable  one. 
It  was  not  acted  upon  in  Ex  parte  Ellis  (b),  and  yet  the 
supersedeas  was  quashed.  With  regard  to  the  statements 
made  as  to  circumstances  anterior  to  the  Srd  of  January, 
they  are  wholly  immaterial  to  the  present  question ;  Lord 
Uldon  having  said  in  Ex  parte  Ellis  (b),  that  ''  if  there 
were  doubts  as  to  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  or  an 
apprehension  that  this  was  a  friendly  commission,  those 
might  be  proper  considerations.  But  it  is  not  a  correct 
use  of  those  considerations,  to  take  out  another  com- 
mission, as  if  the  former  had  not  been  proceeded  on, — if  it 
appears  that  it  had  been  proceeded  on.  The  party 
might  quarrel  with  the  commission  and  petition  against 
it ;  but  upon  none  of  those  grounds  can  a  solicitor  take 
out  another,  alleging  the  former  was  not  proceeded  on, 
if  it  was  proceeded  on,  within  Lord  Rosslyn^s  Order." 

(a)  2  Ho.  190.  {h)  7  Ves.  136. 
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Sir  John  Cross. — From  all  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  there  appears  to  have  been  a  race  between  a  bond 
fide  creditor,  and  one  who  was  acting  in  collusion  with 
the  bankrupt.  If  the  petitioner  were  allowed  to  succeed 
on  the  present  application,  he,  or  rather  his  solicitors^ 
might  go  on  issuing  fiats  until  the  two  months  had  ex- 
pired, to  which  the  statute  1  &  S  Vict.  c.  110.  s.  8. 
limits  the  respondent,  in  suing  out  a  fiat  on  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  on  which  he  is  proceeding.  He  might 
thus  be  entirely  defeated  by  parties,  who  had  no  intention 
of  proceeding,  bondfide^  to  procure  a  distribution  of  the 
bankrupt's  effects  among  his  creditors.  Under  these 
circumstances,  I  think  the  respondent's  fiat  is  entitled 
to  preference  over  the  other,  and  that  the  petition  must 
be  dismissed,  with  costs. 


1842. 


Ez  parte 

GXTTINO. 


Ordered  accordingly. 


Ex  parte  Rogers. — In  the  matter  of  Jones. 

Mr.  wood,  on  the  part  of  the  respondent  to  this 
petition,  which  was  in  the  paper  of  the  day,  applied  for 
the  permission  of  the  Court,  that  it  might  stand  over  to 
a  future  day,  in  order  that  the  respondent  might  have 
time  to  file  affidavits,  in  rejoinder  to  the  petitioner's 
affidavits  in  reply,  which  were  only  filed  on  the  28th 
instant,  and  which  made  out  quite  a  new  case  to  that 
stated  in  the  petition. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  contra, 

notice  of  the  application,  he  was  ordered  to  pay  the 


Weittnimter, 
January  31. 

Where  the  pe- 
titioner maae 
out  a  new  ease 
in  his  affidavits 
in  reply,  which 
were  filed  only 
three  days  before 
the  petition  was 
set  down  for 
hearing,  the 
Court  permitted 
the  hearing  to  be 
postponed,  in 
order  that  the 
repondeot  might 
have  time  to 
answer  the  affi- 
davits ;  but  as 
he  had  given  no 
costs  of  the  day. 
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1842. 

£xp«rte 
Rogers. 


Sir  John  Cross. — As  the  petitioner  has  filed  aflBdavits 
so  late  as  Friday  last^  which  set  up  a  new  case  against 
the  respondent^  I  think  it  is  right  that  the  respondent 
should  have  time  to  answer  them ;  but,  inasmuch  as  he 
has  not  given  the  petitioner  notice  of  this  motion,  be 
must  pay  the  costs  of  the  day. 


Westminster, 
January  29. 

Feme  covert,  pe- 
titioning bv  her 
next  frieoo,  per- 
mitted to  prove 
the  value  of  a 
legacy  of  stock 
b«}ueathed  to 
her  separate 
use,  but  trans- 
ferred into  the 
name  of  her 
husband,  who 
sold  it  out  and 
became  bank- 
rupt, and  a  trus- 
tee appointed  to 
receive  the  divi- 
dends. 


Ex  parte  Esther  Wells,  by  John  Henry  Paget,  her 
next  friend. — In  the  matter  of  Edward  Whitmorb 
and  others. 

This  was  the  petition  of  the  wife  of  one  of  the  bank- 
rupts, by  her  next  friend,  for  leave  to  prove  against  her 
husband's  estate,  the  value  of  a  legacy  of  stock  be- 
queathed to  her,  with  a  direction  that  it  was  to  be  for 
her  separate  use,  and  free  from  the  control  of  her  hus- 
band. The  stock  had  been,  by  the  petitioner's  request, 
transferred  into  her  husband's  name;  but  she  now  stated, 
by  her  petition,  that  this  was  done  upon  the  understand- 
ing that  her  husband  should  hold  the  stock  as  a  trustee 
for  her,  and  that  he  continued  to  pay  her  the  amount  of 
the  dividends.  He  had,  however,  sold  out  the  stock, 
and  applied  the  proceeds  to  his  own  use. 


Mr.  Keene,  for  the  petition. 

Mr.  Tenison  JSdwards,  for  the  assignees,  consented 
to  such  Order  as  the  Court  might  think  proper  to  make. 


The  Court  gave  the  petitioner  leave  to  make  such 
proof  as  she  could  establish,  and  referred  it  to  Mr. 
Ayrton  to  appoint  trustees,  or  a  trustee,  to  receive  the 
dividends  on  the  proof. 
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1842. 


Ex  parte  Pooley.— In  the  matter  of  John  Atkinson. 

Seijianti*  Inn, 

This  was  a  petition  for  the  usual  Order,  in  the  case  of      ^'"'*^*  ^• 

A  ihareholder 
an  equitable  mortgage.    The  deposited  documents  were  id  a  company, 

Um  leUlMDCDt 

the  certificates  of  certain  shares  in  a  company  called  the  deed  of  which 
Merchants*  Shipping  Company,  established  at  Stockton-  Bpeci&:  mode 
upon-Tees,  in  which  the  bankrupt  was  a  shareholder.  ^rfgharw^anT 
His  own  trade  was  carried  on  at  Kendal,  in  Westmore-  ^^^J^ 
land.     By  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  company,  dated  ^^^  ^^^ 
the  26th  of  January  1838,  it  was  among  other  things  ofg^,dew>- 
provided,  that  the  funds  of  the  copartnership  should  cateeof  hit 
consist  of  the  sum  of  15,000/.,  divided  into  shares  of  of  mortgage, 
25/.  each ;  that  persons,  only,  who  were  shippers  of  goods  not  of  tbepe- 
and  merchandize,  should  be  eligible  to  hold  shares  in  the  tion,  and  with- 
copartnership;    that,  if  any  of  the  copartners  for  the  theym^bSi 
time  being  should,  before  the  termination  of  the  copart-  |^o.^  hm' 
nership,  be  desirous  of  withdrawing  himself,  herself,  or  ^^|f^5* 
themselves  therefrom,  and  should  signify  such  his,  her,  ^'  *!J^"^ 
or  their  desire,  by  a  previous  writing  or  previous  writings,  J"  hit  becoming 

bankrupL 

under  his,  her,  or  their  hands,  to  be  delivered  to  the  clerk  Sembu,  that 

or  agent  for  the  time  being  of  the  copartnership,  then  ihipof  ahaiti 

,  1.1  ronatbeproTed 

and  in  every  such  case  so  happenmg,  the  partners  or  to  have  emted, 

,.  /»*ii*  »  t  1  Aod  ia  not  con* 

partner  so  desirous  of  withdrawing  might  assign  and  cluaivelv  to  be 

transfer  his,  her,  or  their  share,  or  respective  shares  and  the^abtennof 
interests,  of  and  in  the  joint  trade,  and  of  and  in  the  uporthem.^** 
capital  stock  and  effects  therein,  and  all  gains  and  profits 
attending  the  same  from  the  settlement  of  the  last  pre- 
ceding annual  account,  to  such  person  or  persons  as 
should  be  approved  by  the  general  committee  for  the 
time  being ;  and  from  that  time  the  person  or  persons,  to 
whom  such  assignment  or  transfer  should  be  made, 
should  stand  in  the  place  of  the  partner  or  partners  so 
desirous  of  withdrawing. 
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1843.  The  certificates  of  the  bankrupt's  shares  in  the  com- 

Ex  parte       P*"y  ^^^^  marked  respectively  6,  7,  8,  and  9,  and  were 

deposited  by  him  with  the  petitioners,  together  with  a 

promissory  note  to  the  following  effect : 

"  Kendtl,  Feb.  9, 1841. 

*'  On  demand,  I  promise  to  pay  to  Mr.  John  PooUy, 

or  order,  the  sum  of  100/.,  with  interest,  after  the  rate 

of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  for  value  received,  for  which 

I   deposit  the  certificates  of  four  S5/.  shares   in  the 

Stockton  Merchants'  Shipping  Company,  as  security. 

'' John  AtMnmm.'' 
"  Witness,  John  Hudson.^' 

The  act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed  on  the  ^tb  of 
May.  The  petitioners,  on  the  9th  of  June,  forwarded 
to  the  clerk  of  the  company  a  written  notice  of  the  de- 
posit ;  not  having,  as  they  alleged,  at  the  time  notice  of 
any  act  of  bankruptcy  having  been  committed.  This 
allegation  was  controverted  by  the  assigneest  who  ad> 
duced  evidence  in  opposition  to  it. 

Mr.  Dixon,  for  the  petition,  relied  upon  Ex  parte 
Smith,  re  Styan,  lately  decided  by  the  Lord  Chancel* 
lor  (a), 

Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  assignees.  The  deposit  here  was 
not  of  a  policy  of  assurance,  but  of  certificates  of  shares, 
which  were  subject  to  an  express  stipulation,  that  no 
person  should  hold  them  but  a  shipper;  and  a  particular 
form,  which  was  not  adopted  here,  was  requisite  for  the 
transmission  of  the  property  in  the  shares.  [Sir  John 
Cross.  The  assignees  cannot  be  shareholders,  and  yet 
they  claim  the  bankrupt's  beneficial  interest  in  the  shares. 
(a)  2  M.  D.  &  D.  219. 


Ex  part* 

POOLBT. 
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Must  they  not,  out  of  the  proceeds  of  it,  pay  off  the        18413. 
incumbrance  ?] 

Mr,  Dixon^  in  reply. 

Sir  John  Cross. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no 
sufficient  evidence,  in  this  case,  of  the  petitioners  having 
had  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  previously  to 
their  forwarding  their  written  notice  to  the  clerk  of  the 
company.  But  supposing  they  had  given  no  notice  of 
their  security,— that  circumstance  would  not,  in  my  opi- 
nion, be  sufficient  to  establish  the  case  of  the  assignees* 
They  must  go  further,  and  show  that  the  bankrupt  was 
the  reputed  owner  of  the  shares.  What  is  the  evidence 
which  has  been  adduced  upon  this  point?  It  appears 
that  the  bankrupt  carried  on  his  trade  at  Kendal,  while 
the  business  of  this  partnership  was  carried  on  at  Stook- 
ton-upon-Tees,  and  the  bankrupt  appeared  to  be  no 
otherwise  connected  with  it  than  as  a  shareholder  of  the 
company.  No  one,  with  whom  the  bankrupt  dealt,  has 
come  forward  to  say  that  he  considered  the  bankrupt 
to  be  the  owner  of  these  shares  ;  and  I  therefore  am  of 
opinion  here,  as  I  have  been  in  previous  cases,  that  it 
lies  upon  the  parties  asserting  the  fact  of  reputed  owner- 
ship to  make  out  that  fact.  Having  failed  to  do  so, 
they  have  not  succeeded  in  establishing  any  case  against 
the  lien  of  the  petitioners. 

Order,  as  prayed. 
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1842. 


Serjtanti*  Inn, 
March  3. 

One  of  several 


Ex  parte  Makins. — In  the  matter  of  Makins. 

This  was  the  petition  of  the  surviving  executors  of  the 

residuary  lega-    will  of  the  bankrupt's  father,  praying  that  they  might  be 

coDcuirence  of  declared  to  have  a  lien  on  the  bankrupt's  interest  under 
the  others,  in-      ,.     ^    ,,.,,,  ^       ,  ^  ,      . 

duces  the  ex-  his  father  s  will,  and  for  leave  to  prove  for  so  much  of 
out  stock  form,  their  claim,  as  the  bankrupt*s  interest,  and  also  another 
r^iuaVesta?e,  security  which  he  had  deposited  with  them,  should  be 
th°e  pwt^s^on  insufficient  to  realize. 

themTwmnt*  Under  the  will ,  and  a  subsequent  assignment  by  another 
dl^'ltt'iT^cer?  legatee,  the  bankrupt  was  entitled  to  one-fourth  share 
uin  title  deeds,   of  the  general  residuary  personal  estate  of  the  testator. 

as  a  security  for  ®  "^  '^ 

the  replacement  Some  time  after  the  testator's  death,  the  petitioners,  at  the 

of  the  slock  and  '^ 

payment  of  the    request  of  the  bankrupt  and  the  other  parties  beneficially 

dividends,  but 

without  any       interested  in  the  residue,  sold  out  a  sum  of  500/.  stock, 

express  lien 

upon  or  refer-     P&rt  of  the  testator's  assets,  and  advanced  the  proceeds  to 

in  the  re8?d*u"*  ^^^  bankrupt,  who  was  at  that  time  already  indebted  to 
e/ecutoreVad.  ^^^^  '"  ^  ^"™  ^^  178/.,  in  respect  of  a  debt  of  his  bro- 
ruptcy^aHenon  ^^^^'^'  which  he  had  undertaken  to  pay  before  the  stodt 
the  share.  ^^s  sold  out.  The  bankrupt,  to  secure  the  replacement  of 

the  stock,  executed  a  warrant  of  attorney,  and  deposited 
with  the  petitioners  the  title  deeds  of  certain  leasehold 
estates.  There  was  no  other  memorandum  of  the  trans- 
action than  such  as  was  contained  in  the  defeazance  to 
the  warrant  of  attorney,  which,  after  providing  that  exe- 
cution should  only  be  issued  in  the  event  of  the  bank- 
rupt's failing  to  replace  the  stock  and  pay  the  dividends, 
and  also  the  178/.  which  he  had  undertaken  to  pay, 
stated,  that,  as  a  collateral  security  for  replacing  such 
stock,  and  for  payment  of  the  sum  which  would  become 
due  in  respect  of  the  dividends  thereon  in  case  the  same 
had  not  been  sold,  and  for  securing  payment  of  the  sum 


^ 
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of  178/.  8s.  2rf.,  and  interest  thereon,  the  bankrupt  had        1«*2- 
delivered  and  deposited  with   the  petitioners  the   title       ex  parte 
deeds  of  certain  leasehold  premises  belonging  to  him. 
The  petitioners  now  claimed  a  lien  on  the  bankrupt's 
share  in  the  residue,  for  the  amount  due  in  respect  of  the 
500/.  sold  out,  and  the  dividends  thereupon. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Rogers,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  The  sum  advanced  was  a  portion  of  the  estate, 
and  must  be  considered  to  have  been  accepted  by  the 
bankrupt,  in  satisfaction  of  his  share  of  the  residue. 
Jeffs  V.  Wood  (a),  Ranking  v.  Barnard  (b),  Richards  v. 
Richards  (c),  and  -Bar  parte  0'Ferral{d). 

Mr.  Prendergast,  for  the  assignees.  An  executor 
cannot  set  off,  against  a  demand  upon  him  as  executor,  a 
debt  due  to  him  individually  (€)•  The  nature  of  the 
contract  between  the  parties,  and  of  the  security,  is  de- 
fined and  limited  by  the  defeazance  of  the  warrant  of 
attorney. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Sir  John  Cross.     It  is  very  true,  that  the  defeazance 

to  the  warrant  of  attorney  does  not  expressly  give  a  lien 

upon  the  bankrupt's  share  in  the  residuary  personal  estate; 

and,  as  a  general  rule,  there  is  no  question  but  that  we 

are  confined  to  the  four  corners  of  an  instrument,  in 

discovering  the  meaning  of  those  who  are  parties  to  it. 

(a)  2  p.  Wras.  128.  (c)  9  Price,  219. 

(6)  5  Mad.  32.  (d)  I  G.  &  J.  347. 

(e)  Williams  od  Executors,  1457,  citing  Whitaker  v.  Rush,  Amb.  407  j 
Medlicot  v.  Bowei,  1  Ves.  208  ;  Gale  v.  Luttrell,  1  You.  &  Jer.  180. 
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1842.  But  it  (Vequently  happens,  that  it  is  not  possible  to  under- 
tx  paru  "^^^  ^^®  ^^^t^  ^^^  meaning  of  an  instrument,  without 
MikiNs.  looking  at  the  position  of  the  parties,  and  the  posture  of 
afiUrs  at  the  time  of  its  execution.  Now,  in  this  case, 
what  was  the  position  of  the  parties  to  this  transaction? 
Why  he,  who  applied  to  the  executor  for  the  advance  of 
the  500/.  stock,  was  entitled  to  one-fourth  share  of  all  the 
testator's  residuary  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  petitioners. 
Is  it  possible  then  to  doubt,  that  the  500/.  stock  was 
advanced  out  of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  and  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  bankrupt?  Must  not  the  transaction 
have  been  understood  by  the  bankrupt,  as  a  dealing  with 
the  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  and  as  a  transfer  of 
part  of  that  estate  ?  Suppose  the  executors  had  been 
pressed  by  the  bankrupt  to  distribute  this  residue,  and 
had  declined  to  do  so,  without  taking  this  transaction 
into  account ;  in  such  a  case  the  bankrupt  must  have 
gone  into  a  Court  of  Equity  to  obtain  relief,  and  no 
Court  of  Equity  would  have  listened  to  his  claim,  if  he 
would  not  first  satisfy  this  demand  on  the  part  of  the 
petitioners.  It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  rights  of  the 
bankrupt  under  the  will,  and  the  claim  on  the  part  of  the 
petitioners,  are  inseparably  connected ;  and  the  executors 
have  a  right  to  look  to  his  share  of  the  residue,  for  resti- 
tution of  that  portion  of  the  testator's  estate  which  they 
sold  out  for  the  benefit  of  the  bankrupt* 
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1842. 

Ex  parte  William  ParkeRi  committe  of  the  estate  of 
Robert  Parker,  a  lunatic. — In  the  matter  of  Samuel 
Stocks,  the  elder,  and  Samuel  Stocks,  the  younger.     Str'eanu*  inn 

March  3^4. 

This  was  a  petition  eoroplainiilg  of  the  rejection  of  a  a  trader  being 
proof,  which  the  petitioner  had  tendered  against  the  lunatic  io  the 

•  •  tf%iii  mi  r  1         amount  of  the 

joint  estate  of  the  bankrupts ',  and  the  question  turned  on  purchase  money 
the  suflSciency  of  certain  transactions  between  the  peti-  ^nd  ti"e*madli. 
tioner,  as  a  committee  of  a  lunatic's  estate,  and  the  bank-  f^  {J^def  af^r*" 
rupts,  to  convert  the  debt,  which  was  originally  due  from  biZ^aiMe^ 
the  bankrupt  Samuel  Stocks,  the  elder,  separately,  into  f®'  some  Ume, 

^  '  7      r  /*  enters  into  part- 

a  debt  from  the  firm ;  or,  at  all  events,  to  give  the  peti-  nership,  under 

an  agreement 

tioner  a  claim  Upon  the  firm,  in  addition  to  his  separate  by  which  the 

,        ,      ,  1     ,     ,  '*o^^ »°  ^'^^^ 

demand  against  the  elder  bankrupt.  and  property  of 

w  1    I  1        1  ■  <■        »i       n  11       .        the  sole  business 

It  appeared  that  the  debt  arose  under  the  following  were  to  belong 
circumstances.    The  lunatic,  and  his  brother,  Thomas  ^hich  was' to 
Parker,  since  deceased,  carried  on,  in  1826,  previously  to  Ihe^iiXlUi^of 
the  lunacy,  the  business  of  calico*printers  and  bleachers,  n^^^xhe*firm 
in  copartnership,  at  Heaton  Mersey;   and  in  August  ^®J|^*^J*°^*[^-.^ 
1826  the  bankrupt  Samvel  Stocks,  the  elder,  became  the  it»  own  name,' in 

*^  '  *  respect  of  the 

purchaser   of  the  business   and   of  the   whole   of  the  debt  to  the  com- 

*  ^  ^  mitteeofthe 

machinery  and  stock,  and  other  effects  belonging  to  lunatic,  who 
the  lunatic  and  his  brother  upon  the  premises  where  tion  to  this  form 
their  copartnership  trade  was  carried  on,  and  became  jfew,  onthe  ' 
tenant  of  the  premises  at  a  yearly  rent.     Upon  this  bankiuptrthS 
purchase,  a  sum  of  20,000/.  became  due  from  the  elder  *^asTtentu?ed 
bankrupt  to  the  lunatic  and  his  brother,  as  appeared  by  IS/JoJ'nt'S^^^ 
an  account  stated  between  them  at  the  time.    To  secure  j^g^^'had*"*' 
the  payment  of  this  sum  of  20,000/.  and  interest,  a  war-  power, and  whe- 

*^  -^  '  '  ther  the  Lord 

rant  of  attorney,  dated  the  1st  of  August  1826,  was  chancellor 

,     could  have  given 

executed  by  the  elder  bankrupt,  empowering  the  lunatic  him  power,  to 

1   I  .     •        «  1  .  A    <  convert  the  sc- 

and  his  brother,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  to  enter  up  parate  into  a 

joint  liability. 


Parser. 
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1842.       judgment    for  25,000/.;   and  judgment   was  forthwith 
Ex  pArte      entered  up.     In   1828  Thomas  Parker,  the  brother  of 
the  lunatic,  died,  and  the  lunatic  became  entitled  to  the 
debt  due  from  the  elder  bankrupt.     In  the  same  year  the 
commission  of  lunacy  issued,  under  which  the  petitioner 
was  in  May  1 829  appointed  committee  of  the  lunatic's  per- 
son and  estate.     From  this  period  up  to  the  year  1836, 
the  elder  bankrupt  continued  to  carry  on  the  business 
with  the  machinery  and  stock  which  formed  the  subject  of 
the  purchase.     In  1835  he  took  his  son  into  partnership, 
without  any  premium,  but  under  an  agreement,  according 
to  which  all  the  then  existing  debts  and  liabilities  of  the 
sole  business  of  the  elder  bankrupt  were  to  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  account  of  the  partnership,  and  thence- 
forth to  become  joint  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  firm ; 
and  all  the  machinery,  stock,  property,  and  effects  there- 
tofore employed    by   the  elder  bankrupt  in   his  sole 
business,  were  to  be  transferred  to  and  become  partner- 
ship property.    This  agreement  was  stated  to  have  been 
acted  upon  ever  since,  both  by  the  bankrupts  and  the 
petitioner ;  the  debt  due  to  the  lunatic,  which  had  been 
reduced  by  payments  on  account,  having  been  adopted 
by  and  placed  to  the  account  of  the  partnership,  and  the 
bankrupts  having  in  an  account  stated  and  rendered  by 
them  on  the  31st  December  1837,  as  partners  to  the 
petitioner,  admitted  and  acknowledged  the  sum  of  13,806^ 
19«.  5£f.,  with  a  further  sum  of  660/.  Is,  Sd.,  to  be  due 
and  owing  from  the   partnership  to  the  petitioner,  as 
committee  of  the  lunatic.     It  was  further  stated,  that, 
firom  Christmas  1837  to  the  bankruptcy,  the  bankrupts 
had  paid  to  the  petitioner  the  rent  of  the  premises,  and 
had  continued  annually  to  render  to  him  their  accounts 
in  respect  of  the  debt,  treating  it  throughout  as  one 


"\ 


Pakker. 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  613 

adopted  by  and  due  from  the  partnership ;  and  that  the  ^  ^'^^' 
petitioner,  in  his  character  of  committee,  had  never  ob-  kx  parte 
jected  to  that  mode  of  treating  the  debt ;  but,  on  the 
contrary,  had  assented  to  the  same,  and  acquiesced  there- 
in. The  last  of  these  accounts  was  rendered  at  Christ- 
mas 1840,  being  the  last  Christmas  preceding  the  fiat, 
which  was  issued  on  the  3lst  of  July  1841.  On  the 
petitioner  tendering  his  proof  against  the  joint  estate, 
no  objection  was  made  as  to  the  amount  claimed ;  but 
the  Commissioners  held,  that  it  could  only  be  made 
against  the  separate  estate  of  the  elder  bankrupt. 

Mr.  Bacon,  and  Mr.  Sydenham  Clarke^  in  support  of 
the  petition.  The  petitioner  in  this  case  asks  for  no 
more  than  he  is  justly  entitled  to  for  the  machinery  and 
stock  in  trade,  on  which  he  had  a  claim  for  the  unpaid 
purchase-money.  Having  become  the  property  of  the 
partnership,  it  would  be  only  reasonable,  even  if  there 
were  no  agreement  on  the  subject,  that  the  firm  who 
take  the  property  should  be  liable  to  discharge  the 
amount  remaining  due  in  respect  of  it ;  but  there  are  in 
this  case  acts  on  both  sides  abundantly  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute an  acceptance  and  adoption  of  the  joint  liability 
of  the  firm,  in  lieu  of  the  separate  liability  of  the  elder 
bankrupt.  Very  slight  circumstances  are  requisite  for 
the  purpose  of  establishing  the  fact,  that  such  an  arrange- 
ment has  been  assented  to  by  the  parties ;  Ex  parte  WU- 
liams  (a) ;  JEx  parte  Jackson  (&) ;  JEx  parte  Clawesic); 
JEx  parte  Kedie  (d) ;  JEx  parte  Whitmore  (e). 

(a)  Buck,  13.  (e)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  595. 

(6)  1  Ves.  juo.  131.  (d)  2  D.  &  C.  321. 

(e)  3  M.£c  A.  627;  3  Deac.  365  ;  see  ExjmrUJachon,  2  M.  D.  &  D. 
146,  which  was  in  fact  an  appeal  from  the  decision  in  Ex  fMrte  Whitman ; 
and  see  £r  partt  Liddiard,  2  M.  &  A.  88,  note,  where  the  authorities  are 
collected. 
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1842.  Mr.  Bethell,  and  Mr.  Rott,  fet  tbe  am&gai6eB.    It  is 

J!^"^  perfectly  immaterial,  whether  the  acts  detailed  m  the 
Parker,  petition  and  the  affidavibs  in  support  of  it  are  sneh^si 
would,  between  competent  pardes,  be  regarded  as  satis- 
factory evidence  of  an  agreement  to  convert  the  separate 
into  a  joint  liability  ;  for  in  this  case  it  is  clear,  that  one 
of  the  parties  to  this  supposed  contract  had  no  power  or 
authority  whatever  to  enter  into  any  such  agreement, being 
the  committee  of  a  lunatic,  and  having  no  right  to  alter 
the  property  except  under  the  powers  coilferrod  upon 
him  by  the  great  seal,  under  the  statute  de  preroffOiM 
regiSf  17th  Edward  II.  The  words  of  that  enactment 
are, ''  also  the  king  shall  provide,  when  any  that  before- 
time  hath  had  his  wit  and  memory  happen  to  fail  Of  his 
wit,  as  there  arc  many  having  lucid  intervals,  that  th^ 
lands  and  tenements  shall  be  safely  kept  without  Waste 
and  destruction,  and  that  they  and  their  household  shall 
live  and  be  maintained  competently  from  the  issues  of 
the  same,  and  the  residue  beyond  their  reasonable 
sustentation  shall  be  kept  to  their  use,  to  be  delivered 
unto  them  when  they  recover  their  right  mind ;  sO  that 
such  lands  and  tenements  shall  in  no  wise  within  the 
time  aforesaid  be  aliened,  nor  shall  the  king  take  afiy 
thing  to  his  own  use,  and  if  the  patty  die  in  such 
estate,  then  the  residue  shall  be  distributed  for  his  sold, 
by  the  advice  of  the  ordinary.**  It  is  therefore  very 
doubtful,  whether  the  Lord  Chancellor  has  any  authority 
to  give  validity  to  such  an  alteration  in  the  lunatic*s  pro- 
perty, as  is  here  in  question*  tt  Is,  however,  suffident 
to  say,  that  no  order  has  been  obtained  from  the  Lord 
Chancellor  for  the  purpose;  it  being  the  practice  never 
to  confirm  proceedings  taken  by  a  committee,  without 
the  sanction  of  the  Court,  if  they  are  such  as  to  require 
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that  sanction,  although  they  might  have  been  of  a        1842. 
character  which  thd  Court  would  have  considered  unob-       ^T^^ 

£z  parte 

jectionable,  upon  a  pf oper  application  being  made ;  Ex      Parkbr. 
parte  Marion  (a). 

Mr.  Bacon,  in  reply.  Whatever  might  be  the  con- 
sequences to  the  committee  himselF,  of  acting  without  the 
protection  and  indemnity  of  an  Order  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, such  an  Order  is  not  requisite  to  enable  him,  as 
regards  third  parties,  to  deal  with  the  estate  as  he  has 
done.  This  appears,  from  the  terms  of  the  grant  by  the 
crown  of  the  custody  of  the  estate  of  a  lunatic,  which  is 
in  the  following  terms  :  "  know  ye  also  that  we,  of  our 
like  special  grace,  and  of  our  own  certain  knowledge,  and 
mere  motion,  have  given,  committed,  and  granted,  and 
by  these  presents,  for  us,  our  heirs,  and  successors,  do 

give,  commit,  and  grant  unto  the  said  ,  the  custody, 

regulation,  occupation,  disposition,  and  receipt,  as  well 
of  all  manors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  houses,  farms, 
revenues,  services,  and  hereditaments,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, and  of  all  rents,  revenues,  and  profits  thereof, 
which  the  aforesaid  A.  B.  hath,  or  ought  to  have,  in 
possession  or  reversion,  or  which,  by  any  lawful  ways 
and  means,  at  any  time  or  times  hereafter,  may  or  ought 
to  come,  descend,  or  accrue  to  the  said  A.  B.,  or  which 
any  other  or  others  hath,  or  may  have,  to  the  use  and 
profit  of  the  said  A.  B.,  in  the  county  of afore- 
said, or  elsewhere  within  our  kingdom  of  Great  Britain, 
as  also  the  custody  and  government  of  all  the  goods 
and  chattels,  farm  stock  of  cattle,  wealth,  plate,  debts, 
money,  jewels,  traffic,  merchandize,  and  other  com- 
modities and  profits  whatsoever  to  the  said  A,  B.  be-* 

(a)  11  Ve».397. 
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1812.  longing,  or  in  any  manner  appertaining,  and  also  the 
Ex  parte  ^^  ^'^^  negodation  of  the  same^  to  the  use  and  behoof, 
profit)  and  advantage  of  the  said  A.  B.^  and  for  the 
maintenance,  sustenance,  and  support  of  the  said  A.  B. 
and  his  family,  (if  he  hath  any,  or  in  time  to  come  may 
have),  and  also  for  the  maintenance,  preservation,  and 
repair  of  the  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  houses,  fimns, 
and  the  residue  of  the  premises  of  the  said  A.  B/* 

Sir  John  Cross.  In  this  case,  judgment  was  entered 
up  so  long  ago  as  1826,  at  the  suit  of  Th€ma$  and 
Robert  Parker  against  Samuel  Stocks,  the  fatlier,  for 
25,000/.  Thomas  Parker  died,  Robert  Parker  became 
lunatic,  and  the  petitioner  is  his  committee  duly  ap- 
pointed. So  there  is  no  question  but  that  for  many 
years  this  was  the  separate  debt  of  Samuel  Stocks,  the 
elder.  Now  it  is  said,  that  about  four  years  before  the 
bankruptcy,  when  the  debtor  had  entered  into  partner- 
ship with  his  son,  the  debt  became  the  debt  of  the  firm, 
and  was  thenceforth  jointly  due  from  the  father  and  the 
son.  Considering  the  magnitude  of  this  debt,  it  is  im- 
possible to  conceive,  that,  if  the  intention  of  the  parties 
was  really  so  to  change  the  nature  of  it,  they  should  not 
have  acted  with  more  deliberation  upon  the  subject,  than 
they  are  here  represented  to  have  done.  No  express 
contract  is  produced, — no  writing  applicable  to  such  a  con- 
tract,— and,  notwithstanding  all  the  evidence  which  has 
been  adduced  in  support  of  the  petition,  the  only  particle 
of  it  leading  to  such  a  conclusion  is  this,  that,  after  the 
partnership  was  formed  between  the  father  and  the  son, 
the  latter  was  in  the  habit  of  rendering  annually  an  ac- 
count to  the  committee,  and  of  transmitting  to  him  the 
payments  which  became  due  from  time  to  time  in  re- 
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spect  of  the   debt,  and  of  the  buildings   which   were        1842. 


Ex  parte 


rented  by  the  elder  bankrupt  of  the  lunatic,  and  that  the 
account  purported  to  be  between  the  partnership  and  the  Parkeh. 
petitioner,  to  which  the  latter  made  no  objection.  That  is 
all  the  evidence  relied  upon,  as  constituting  a  contract  to 
transmute  the  separate  debt  of  the  elder  bankrupt  into 
the  joint  partnership  debt  of  the  two.  Now  I  do  not 
think  that  this  is  sufficient  evidence  of  any  such  contract. 
Suppose  the  converse  of  the  case  were  before  me,  and 
the  petitioner  were  proceeding  against  the  elder  bank* 
rupt,— could  it  have  been  said,  against  the  petitioner,  that 
this  mode  of  payment  was  sufficient  to  constitute  a  con- 
tract to  discharge  the  father  from  the  claim?  It  appears 
to  me,  that  there  was  no  intention  to  convert  the  separate 
into  a  joint  debt,  and  that  the  parties  never  contemplated 
such  a  thing ;  and  I  therefore  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
transaction  in  question,  coupled  with  the  circumstances 
attending  it,  amounted  only  to  a  mode  of  payment,  and 
not  to  a  contract  to  change  the  nature  of  the  debt.  Upon 
the  subject  of  the  competency  of  the  petitioner  so  to 
contract,  it  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  give  any  opinion. 
The  express  authority  conferred  by  the  grant  from  the 
crown  to  negociate  the  debt  of  the  lunatic,  raises  a 
doubt  upon  that  subject  in  my  mind,  which  I  own  I  did 
not  entertain,  before  my  attention  was  called  to  those 
words.  But  I  think  I  need  not  entertain  that  question ; 
it  being  sufficient  for  me  to  say,  that  there  is  no  evidence 
of  an  intention  to  convert  the  separate  into  a  partner- 
ship debt. 

Petition  dismissed  with  costs. 
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1842. 

s^.-^  Ex  parte  Thomas  Price  and  Thomas  Backhoxjse.— 

Serjeants'  Inn,  In  the  matter  of  William  Stead. 

March  3  4f  7. 

A  memorandum  XHIS  was  a  petition  of  the  public  officers  of  the  York 

of  deposit,  ac-  *^  '^ 

companyiDg  an   City  and  Countv  Banking  Company,  praying,  on  behalf 

equilable  mort-  "^  ^  ^      ^     m      ^      ^ 

gage,  stated,      of  the  Company,  for  the  usual  Order  in  the  case  of  ao 

that  the  bank- 
rupt had  depo-    equitable  mortgage. 

sitfid  ' '  the  deeds 

and  documenu  In  January  1837,  the  Banking  Coropanyt  haying  made 
hoid^tbe  steam  large  advances  to  the  bankrupt,  applied  to  him  to  gin 
bU'buUdfDgs,  ^^^^  ^^™^  security  for  the  balance  then  due,  and  which 
i!"  ^nSd^that  niight  thereafter  become  due  from  hiro  on  his  banking 
mortSL"gce*hada  ^^count;  and  the  bankrupt  thereupon  agreed  to  depotit 
lien  ®°^*^*»®  fi*-  the  title  deeds  relating  to  certain  steam  mills,  cottages, 
erected  before  land,  buildings,  and  machinery,  near  Boroughbridge,  in 
of  the  deposit,     the  county  of  York,  of  which  the  bankrupt  was  possessed 

and  including  .     r»        .       i  mi  ■ 

those  that  were  of  an  estate  in  fee  simple.  The  bankrupt  accordingly 
between  land-  deposited  all  the  title  deeds  relating  to  the  premises  with 
° '  the  agent  of  the  Banking  Company  at  Boroughbridge, 
with  whom  a  written  memorandum  of  the  agreement, 
signed  by  the  bankrupt,  was  also  deposited.  The  peti- 
tioners alleged,  that  they  had  caused  search  to  be  made 
for  the  original  memorandum  of  deposit,  but  had  not 
been  able  to  find  it ;  their  agent  alleging  that  it  was  lost 
The  solicitor  of  the  bankrupt,  however,  who  was  afte^ 
wards  the  solicitor  of  the  assignees,  stated  that  he  pre- 
pared the  memorandum,  and  attested  the  execution  of  it, 
and  that  he  had  in  his  possession  a  draft  of  it,  which 
was  as  follows : 

"  Memorandum,  that  I,  the  undersigned  Wm.  Stead, 
of  Boroughbridge,  in  the  county  of  York,  merchant, 
have  this  day  deposited  with  the  York  City  and  County 
Banking  Company,  at  Boroughbridge  aforesaid,  the  deeds 
and  documents  under  which  I  hold  the  steam  mills,  cot- 
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tagesi  land,  buildingSj  and  premises,  at  LangthorpCi  in        1842. 
the  county  of  York  aforesaid,  to  secure  to  them  all       Expwte 
monies  now  owing  by  me,  and  which  shall  in  future  be      n/*n*^tUe 
advanced  to  me  by  the  said  Banking  Company,  together 
with  banker's  commission,  and  all  other  usual  charges, 
and  also  all  balances,  which  shall  at  any  time  be  due 
from  me  on  my  banking  account,  which  I  keep  with  the 
said  banking  company,  together  with  interest  for  the 
same,  after  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum.    Provided 
always,  that  the  total  amount  of  money  recoverable  upon 
and  to  be  secured  by  the  deposit  before  mentioned,  shall 
in  no  case  exceed  the  sum  of  2S00/.    As  witness  my 
hand,  this  30th  day  of  January  1837. 

'*  (Signed)        Wm.  Steadr 
**  Witness,  R.  Holmes." 

It  was  proved  by  the  son  of  the  bankrupt,  who  was  a 
solicitor,  that  he  saw  the  original  of  the  above  memo- 
randum in  the  possession  of  the  agent  of  the  bank  at 
Boroughbridge,  and  that  he  took  a  copy  of  it,  and  that 
the  same  was  to  the  purport  and  effect  above  mentioned. 

After  the  date  of  the  above  memorandum,  the  bank- 
rupt erected  a  building  for  crushing  bones,  and  also 
another  building  for  crushing  oil  seeds,  and  set  up  in 
them  the  necessary  machinery  for  those  purposes,  which 
was  worked  by  means  of  the  steam  engine,  and  which, 
as  well  as  the  machinery  in  the  bone-mill  and  oil-mill, 
was  affixed  to  the  freehold ;  the  steam  engine  so  much 
so,  that  it  could  not  be  removed  without  breaking  up  the 
building  and  seriously  injuring  it. 

It  was  stated  in  an  affidavit,  in  support  of  the  petition, 
that  the  bankrupt,  in  order  to  induce  the  bank  to  make 
him  further  advances  to  the  amount  of  5000^,  called  on 
the  manager  of  the  bank  with  a  valuation  of  the  property, 
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1842.        in  which  was  included  the  steam  engine  and  all  the  fix- 

Ex  parte       tures,  making  it  appear  that  the  whole  was  valued  at 

ancUDother.    7000/.     This,  he  urged,  would  show  that  the  property 

would  be  an  ample  security^  and  that  the  bank  might 

safely  advance  to  the  amount  of  5000/. 

On  the  14th  August  1840,  the  fiat  issued,  when  there 
was  due  from  the  bankrupt  to  the  Banking  Company  the 
sum  of  3217/. 

The  affidavits,  in  opposition*  stated,  that  the  steam 
engine,  boiler,  and  other  machinery,  were  fixed  to  the 
brick  and  timber  work  of  the  premises  merely  by  bolts  and 
screws,  and  that  they  could  therefore  be  easily  removed, 
without  any  damage  to  the  buildings  to  which  they  were 
affixed.  The  bankrupt  denied  that  he  said  to  the  ma- 
nager of  the  bank,  that  the  fixtures  were  to  be  included 
in  the  security;  and  the  attorney,  who  prepared  the 
memorandum  of  deposit,  stated  that  the  instructions  for 
that  purpose,  given  him  by  the  bankrupt,  did  not  specify 
the  steam  engine. 

Mr.  Batesj  in  support  of  the  petition.  The  objection, 
as  it  is  understood,  which  is  to  be  raised  by  the  assignees 
to  this  petition  is,  that  the  machinery  and  fixtures  are  not 
included  in  the  equitable  mortgage ;  as  they  are  not  men- 
tioned in  the  memorandum  of  deposit.  But  the  circum- 
stance of  the  bankrupt  bringing  to  the  manager  of  the  Bank 
a  valuation  of  the  property,  in  which  the  steam  engine 
and  machinery  were  included,  plainly  showed  that  they 
were  meant  to  be  comprised  in  the  equitable  mortgage. 
It  has  been  decided,  that,  although  fixtures  are  not  speci- 
fied in  the  memorandum  of  deposit,  and  although  erected 
for  the  purposes  of  trade,  an  equitable  mortgage  of  the 
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property  will  carry  all  the  fixtures;  Ex  parte  Broad-        ^^^^ 


wood  {a).  Ex  parte 

Price 
and  another. 

Mr.  Kenyon  Parker y  and  Mr.  Stevens^  contri.  The 
question  in  this  case  is,  whether  machinery,  not  attached 
to  the  freehold,  can  pass  by  this  equitable  mortgage.  It 
is  not  disputed,  that  if  any  fixtures  are  actually  fixed  to 
the  freehold,  and  are  not  removeable  without  damage  to 
the  property,  they  will  then  pass  to  the  mortgagee,  but 
not  otherwise.  There  is  also  another  question,  and  that 
is,  whether  the  conversation  of  the  bankrupt  with  the 
manager  of  the  bank  will  give  any  lien,  which  was  not 
given  by  the  original  memorandum.  By  the  terms  of 
the  memorandum,  the  bankrupt  deposits  "  the  deeds  and 
documents,  under  which  I  hold  the  steam  mills,  cottages, 
land,  buildings,  and  premises,  at  Langthorpe."  This, 
we  submit,  only  relates  io  freehold  property,  and  not  to 
trade  fixtures.  In  Trappesy.Harter{b),  Lord Lyndhurst, 
in  giving  judgment,  says,  that  the  authorities,  to  which 
he  there  refers,  lead  to  the  conclusion,  *^  that  where 
utensils  and  machinery  are  erected  by  the  owner,  for  the 
purpose  of  trade  only,  in  a  neighbourhood  where  such 
utensils  and  machinery  would  commonly  have  been  re- 
moved, and  where  this  can  be  done  without  injury  to  the 
inheritance,  they  form  an  exception  to  the  general  rule, 
and  are  not  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  inheritance,  but  as 
personal  estate."  And  this  accords  with  the  opinion  of 
Sir  George  Rose,  in  Ex  parte  Austin  (c),  where  he  thus 
expresses  himself:  *'  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that 
where  fixtures  are  capable  of  removal,  as  between  land- 

(a)  1  Mont.  Dea.  &  De  G.  631.  (c)  I  Deac.  &  C.  207. 

(b)  2  Cromp.  &  Mee.  163;  3  Tyr.  603. 
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1842. 

£x  parte 

Price 

and  another. 


lord  and  tenant,  without  injury  to  the  freehold,  they  are 
within  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt." 

As  to  what  is  stated  to  have  passed  between  the  bank- 
rupt and  the  manager  of  the  bank,  in  regard  to  the  valu- 
ation of  the  property,  it  is  nothing  but  an  attempt  to 
extend  by  parol  the  efiect  of  a  written  agreement.  But 
even  if  the  conversation  alluded  to  actually  took  place, 
it  would  show  that  the  Banking  Company  did  not  con- 
sider the  machinery  to  be  included  in  the  original  agree- 
ment. In  Ex  parte  Broadwoad  (a),  which  has  been 
relied  on  by  the  other  side,  the  premises  were  leasehold, 
and  it  was  suggested  by  the  Court,  that  there  might  be 
a  question  in  that  case,  as  to  the  fixtures  erected  since 
the  equitable  mortgage.  In  the  present  case,  the  mate- 
rial portion  of  the  fixtures  were  erected  since  the  deposit 


Sir  John  Cross.  I  will  refer  to  the  authorities  that 
have  been  cited,  before  I  pronounce  my  judgment  If 
I  should  come  to  an  opinion  unfavourable  to  the  petition, 
I  shall  be  glad  to  hear  Mr.  Bates  in  reply. 


March  7.  Sir  John  Cross.    The  only  question  in  this  case  is, 

whether  the  fixtures  in  the  mortgaged  premises  are  in- 
cluded in  the  memorandum  of  deposit.  No  point  has 
been  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the  assignees,  as  to  the 
operation  of  the  section  relating  to  order  and  disposition; 
and  the  case  is  therefore  to  be  looked  at  merely  with 
reference  to  the  contract  between  the  parties.  The  au- 
thority of  Trappes  v.  Harter  (6)  has  been  much  relied  on 
by  the  counsel  for  the  assignees ;  but  the  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  in  that  case  only  went  to  the  extent, 

(a)  1  Mont.  Deac.  &  D.  631. 

(h)  2  Cr.  &  Mee.  163 ;  3  Tyr.  603. 
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that  the  mortgage  there  was  not  intended  to  include  1842. 
fixtures.  It  cannot  therefore  govern  the  present  case.  ^T^ 
Here,  when  the  equitable  mortgage  was  given  by  the  /*'**. 
bankrupt,  he  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  whole  estate, 
both  buildings  and  fixtures  being  his  property.  That 
fixtures  existed  when  the  deposit  was  made,  there  can 
be  no  doubt;  and  it  certainly  appeared  to  have  been 
intended  to  include  the  whole  of  them  in  the  equitable 
mortgage.  The  memorandum  of  deposit  states,  that  the 
bankrupt  deposited  with  the  York  Banking  Company 
*'the  deeds  and  documents  under  which  he  held  the 
steam-mills,  cottages,  land,  buildings,  and  premises,  at 
Langthorpe  in  the  county  of  York."  Now  these  words 
seem  to  imply  that  there  was  intended  to  be  no  ex- 
ception in  regard  to  the  fixtures,  or  to  any  particular 
portion  of  the  fixtures.  To  entitle  the  assignees  there- 
fore to  any  part  of  the  fixtures,  it  is  incumbent  upon 
them  to  show,  that  the  part  they  claim  was  excepted ;  of 
which  there  certainly  is  no  evidence.  The  assignees  say, 
that  part  of  the  machinery  was  not  erected  at  the  date 
of  the  memorandum;  but  it  is  a  matter  of  perfect 
indifierence,  whether  the  erection  of  the  machinery  and 
fixtures  was  completed,  or  not,  at  the  time  of  the  mort- 
gage,— whether  part  was  put  up  before,  or  subsequent  to 
that  event.  Then  it  is  contended,  that  the  mortgage 
does  not  extend  to  those  fixtures  that  were  moveable  as 
between  landlord  and  tenant,  but  only  to  those  that 
could  not  be  removed  without  damage  to  the  premises. 
But  I  am  of  opinion,  that  as  there  is  no  proof  of  any 
intention  to  except  any  portion  of  the  fixtures  from  the 
operation  of  the  mortgage,  the  petitioner  is  entitled  to 
have  all  the  fixtures  disposed  of,  along  with  the  premises 
to  which  they  are  attached,  for  his  own  use  and  benefit* 

oo2 
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1842.  The  question  is,  then,  which  of  these  articles  are  to  be 
£x  parte  Considered  fixtures  ?  It  has  been  said,  that  the  steam 
•n/wiother  ®"g^°®  '^  *  locomotive  piece  of  machinery,  and  may  be 
easily  removed.  But  I  see  no  reason  why  a  steam 
engine  should  be  more  removeable  on  the  ground  of  its 
locomotion^  than  a  door,  or  a  window,  which  are  also  lo- 
comotive. The  assignees,  however,  will  examine  for 
themselves,  whether  any  of  the  articles  in  question  are, 
or  are  not,  fixtures. 

Ordered  as  prayed 


Ex  parte  Thomas  Broadley. — In  the  matter  of  Joseph 

SerfianU*  Inn,  WeBB  PiLCHER. 

March  6^7. 

A  baDkrupt,  XHIS  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor  to  expunge  a  proof 
roa^^ge,  be>"  that  had  been  admitted,  to  the  amount  of  1068/.  8s.  8d. 
trostew  in°ihe*  "^^^  deposition  of  the  creditors,  whose  proof  was 
3000/.!condf.  sought  to  be  expunged,  stated,  that  the  bankrupt  did  by  a 
roenuothSnb  ^®'**^'"  '^^"^  ^^  obligation  in  writing  under  his  hand  and 
his  executor!  of  seal,  bearing  date  the  6th  January  1816,  and  executed 

an  aoDuity  of  '  °  •' 

150/.,  in  case  his  by  him  previous  to  and  in  consideration  of  the  marriage 

iDteDded  wife  ^ 

should  survive    then  intended,  and  shortly  afterwards  solemnized,   be- 

him,  in  trust  for 

her  use  aud  tween  the  bankrupt  and  Elizabeth  his  now  wife  (then 
bankrupt  and  Elizabeth  Walker,  spinster,)  become  bound  to  John 
both  hving.  Colemati  and  John  Pitcher,  in  the  penal  sum  of 
SL'ifwl  wdd*  8000/.,  with  a  condition  thereunder  written  for  making 
vahleorthe*  ^^'^  ^^^  same,  on  payment  by  the  heirs,  executors,  or 
fJ°'*"*'y'.M°^^'.  administrators  of  the  said  bankrupt,  in  case  the  said 

the  provisions  of  ^ 

the  64th  section  Elizabeth  Walker  should  survive  him,  unto  these  de- 

of  the  6  Geo.  4. 

c.  16.,  although  ponents,  in  trust  for  and  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of 

it  was  not  an 

annuitjT  in         the  said  Elizabeth  Walker  during  her  life,  of  one  an- 

possession. 

A  petition  to  the  Court  of  Review  to  expun^  a  proof  ma^  be  presented  by  on§  creditor ; 
aUitr,  if  the  application  is  made  to  the  Commissioner,  when  it  must  be  by  two,  or  more,  under 
the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  60. 
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nuity  or  clear  yearly  sum  of  150/.,  payable  quarterly,  as        1842. 
therein  mentioned :   And  the  deponents  averred,  that  the       g^  ^^ 
said  Elizabeth,  the  wife  of  the  said  bankrupt,  was  then     Bboadlby. 
living,  and  that  the  value  of  the  said  contingent  interest 
of  the   deponents,  as   such  trustees  as  aforesaid,  had 
been  by  the  Commissioners  acting  under  the  fiat  calcu- 
lated and  valued  at  the  sum  of  1068/.  8s.  Sd.^  in  which 
sum   they  alleged   that  the    bankrupt  was  justly  and 
truly  indebted  unto  them,  as  such  trustees  as  aforesaid, 
and  for  which  sum,  or  any  part  thereof,  they  had  not, 
nor  had  either  of  them,  nor  any  person,  to  their  or  either 
of  their  knowledge  or  belief,  for  their  or  either  of  their 
use,  received  any  security  or  satisfaction  whatsoever,  save 
and  except  the  before  mentioned  bond  or  obligation. 

The  petitioner  alleged,  that,  as  the  above-mentioned 
annuity  of  150/.  was  payable  only  to  John  Coleman  and 
Johti  Pilcher,  in  case  the  wife  of  the  bankrupt  should 
survive  him,  and  thenceforth  only  during  her  life,  it  was 
not  such  a  contingent  debt  contracted  by  the  bankrupt 
as  was  capable  of  valuation,  or  ought  to  be  valued,  by 
the  Commissioners,  and  that  therefore  they  ought  not  to 
have  admitted  the  proof. 

Mr.  W.  R.  Ellis  appeared  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Dixon,  contra,  objected,  that  the  petition  to  ex- 
punge a  proof  ought,  under  the  provisions  of  the  6  Geo. 
4.  c.  16.  s.  60.,  to  be  preferred  by  two  creditors,  at  least; 
the  words  of  the  section  being  "  whenever  it  shall 
appear  to  the  assignees,  or  to  two  or  more  creditors  who 
have  each  proved  debts  to  the  amount  of  20/.  or  upwards, 
that  any  debt  proved  under  the  commission  is  not  justly 
due^  either  in  whole  or  in  part^  such  assignees  or  ere- 
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1842.       ditors  may  make  representation  thereof  to  the  Conunu- 
£x  ptrte      'ioAC>^>  ^•"    NoW|  in  the  present  case,  the  petilum  is 
Bboablbt.     unly  presented  by  one  creditor. 

Sir  John  Cross.  The  clause  of  the  act  referred  to 
only  applies  to  the  expunging  of  a  proof  by  the  Commis- 
sioners, who  had  no  such  jurisdiction  before  the  passing 
of  the  act.  The  Lord  Chancellor,  whose  jurisdiction  in 
bankruptcy  is  now  transferred  to  this  Court,  had  always 
power  to  order  a  proof  to  be  expunged,  whether  the 
petition  for  that  purpose  was  presented  by  one,  or  two, 
creditors.  The  application  to  this  Court,  instead  of  to 
the  Comnoissioners,  makes  all  the  difierence. 

Mr.  EUi$.  The  proof  in  this  case  was  made  on  a 
contingent  debt,  which  was  incapable  of  valuation,  either 
under  the  54th,  or  the  56th,  section  of  the  6  Cfeo.  4.  c  16. 
In  Ex  parte  Marshall  (a)  it  was  decided  that  where 
the  bankrupt  has  given  an  indemnity  bond,  and  the 
amount  of  the  damage  is  not  ascertained  before  the  fia 
issues,  there  is  no  debt  provable.  The  Chief  Judge^  in 
giving  his  judgment,  draws  a  distinction  between  con- 
tingent liabilities  that  may  never  become  debts,  and  con- 
tingent debts  that  may  never  become  payable  |  and  he 
says,  that,  upon  the  fullest  consideration  of  all  the  re- 
ported decisions,  he  was  satisfied  that  claims  under  the 
first  class,  upon  which  no  debt  has  arisen  till  after  the 
bankruptcy,  cannot  be  proved  under  the  66th  section. 
Ex  parte  Thompson  (ft),  he  adds,  is  an  example  of  the 
first  class,  where  A.  having  covenanted  to  pay  an  an- 
nuity on  the  default  of  £.,  and  having  become  bankrupt 

(a)  1  MoDt.  &  Ayr.  146;  3  Deac.  &  C.  120. 
(6)  Mont,  k  B.  219 ;  2  Deac.  &  C.  126. 


Broadliy. 
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before  any  default,  it  was  held  that  the  annuitant  could  l^^^- 
not  prove  against  AJ%  estate ;  as  he  had  not  contracted  ^  ^^^^ 
a  debt,  until  the  default  made,  either  under  the  54th, 
or  56th,  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  In  the  last 
mentioned  case.  Sir  J.  Cross  defines  what  is  a  debt, 
which  he  says  implies  in  all  cases  a  sum  certain.  In 
Ex  parte  Tindall  (a),  where  the  debt  was  held  contin- 
gent, upon  which  a  value  could  be  set,  there  was  an 
absolute  covenant  of  the  bankrupt,  that  his  executors 
should,  twelve  months  after  his  death,  pay  the  trustees  a 
certain  sum,  viz.  4000/.,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  settlement. 
In  the  present  case,  there  is  no  absolute  covenant  to  pay 
a  sum  of  money,  but  merely  an  obligation  to  pay  an 
annuity  of  150/.  to  trustees,  on  a  certain  contingency, 
namely,  in  case  the  bankrupt's  wife  should  survive  him* 
It  is  uncertain,  therefore,  whether  the  obligation  entered 
into  by  the  bankrupt  will  ever  become  a  debt.  It  cannot 
be  said,  that  the  54th  section  applies  to  this  case ;  for 
here  there  is  no  existing  annuity,  but  merely  one  to  arise 
on  a  contingency.  The  54th  section  declares  that  "any 
annuity  creditor  of  any  bankrupt''  may  prove  for  the 
value  of  such  annuity.  But  here  there  is  no  annuity 
creditor ;  and  non  constat,  whether  the  party  will  ever 
become  an  annuity  creditor. 

Mr.  Dixon,  contrd,  relied  on  Ex  parte  Grundy  (6), 
where  A.  covenanted  by  his  marriage  settlement  for  the 
payment  of  2000^,  in  case  his  intended  wife,  or  any 
issue  of  the  marriage,  should  survive  him;  and  A. 
having  died  some  years  after  becoming  bankrupt,  leaving 
issue,  it  was  held,  that,  although  the  event  upon  which 
the  debt  was  contingent  had  happened  after  the  bank- 
(a)  MoDU  462.  (6)  Mont,  k  M.  293. 
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ruptcy»  the  sum  of  2000/.  was  provable  under  tbe  com- 
mission. But  Ex  parte  Vanheythusen  (a)  is  decisive  of 
the  question ;  it  was  there  held,  that  a  contingent  annuity 
granted  by  the  bankrupt  to  C  D.,  in  case  she  8urvi?ed 
A.  B.f  might  be  proved  before  the  happening  of  the 
contingency,  under  the  54th  section  of  the  6  Cfeo.  4 
c.  16. 


Mr.  JSlliSf  in  reply.  The  present  case  is  distinguish- 
able from  Ex  parte  Vanheythtisen,  where  there  was 
an  existing  annuity  of  400/.,  payable  to  the  father  of  the 
bankrupt,  and  liable  to  be  cut  down  to  200L,  on  a  certain 
event,  namely,  that  of  the  bankrupt's  mother  surviving 
his  father.  But  here  the  bankrupt  was  merely  bound  in 
a  penal  sum  of  3000/.,  in  case  his  executors  did  not  pay 
an  annuity  to  his  wife,  upon  the  contingency  of  her  sur- 
viving  him.  There  is  therefore  at  present  no  person 
who  is  an  annuity  creditor,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
54th  section. 

Sir  John  Cross.  I  own  my  first  impression  during 
the  hearing  of  this  petition  was,  that  this  proof  could 
not  be  sustained.  But  I  wish  to  read  over  the  report  of 
Ex  parte  Vanheythusen,  before  I  give  a  final  opinion. 
It  is  certainly  a  very  nice  question. 


March  7.  Sir  JoHN  Ckoss.     I  have  looked  over  the  report  of 

Ex  parte  VanheytAusen,  and  it  strikes  me  that  that 
case  is  decisive  of  the  present  question.  The  petition 
must  therefore  be  dismissed ;  and  I  cannot  avoid  durect- 
ing  the  petitioner  to  pay  the  respondent's  costs. 

Petition  dismissedi  with  costs. 
(•)  lDwc.360. 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  629 

1842. 


Ex  parte  Saunders. — In  the  matter  of  Innes. 

S€tj§anU*  Inn, 

This  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor  against  the  official  An  official  u- 

assignee,  for  the  payment  of  a  dividend.     It  appeared,  Sf^l  ^^iJie 

that  when  the  petitioner  applied  in  the  first  instance  to  |^r?^^^"J^j 

the  official  assignee,  the  latter  declined  to  pay  it,  unless  ^^^^  ^fkj"^ 

the  petitioner  produced  a  security  which  he  held  for  the  r*y.''J'*^*i.^* 

debt ;  and  that  on  a  subsequent  occasion  the  petitioner  debt,  is  not  jus- 
tified in  refntiDg 
went  to  the  official  assignee,  accompanied  by  his  soli-  to  pay  it,  on  the 

citor,  between  whom  and  the  assignee  there  had  been  tuch  security. 

some  previous  difference.     This  gave  rise  to  fresh  alter-  for  p« Aicnt  of ° 

cation,    and   the  official  assignee   refused  to  pay   the  umiec»Miiy*to** 

dividend.     The  affidavits  in  support  of  the  petition  had  dito^»*^J.^^ 

been  referred  to  the  registrar  for  scandal  and  imperti-  JJJ***.^^^ 

nence;  and  he  found  some  parts  scandalous  and  others  we  aenred,  the 

*  petitioner  maat 

i mpertinent.  P»y.  the  coats  of 


their  appear- 
ance. 


Mr.  Elderton,  in  support  of  the  petition,  proposed  to 
read  those  affidavits,  which  were  found  only  impertinent. 

Mr.  Anderdoriy  for  the  official  assignee,  objected  to 
that  course  of  proceeding.  But  the  chief  question  is, 
whether  the  affidavits,  and  those  passages  of  the  affida- 
vits, which  have  been  found  impertinent,  are  to  be  allowed 
in  costs.  I  therefore  ask  the  Court  for  a  special  direc- 
tion in  the  Order,  that  the  officer  shall  not,  on  taxation, 
allow  for  the  costs  of  the  impertinent  matter;  because,  if 
that  direction  is  not  contained  in  the  Order,  the  officer 
will  feel  bound  to  allow  those  costs. 

Mr.  JValford,  for  one  of  the  creditors'  assignees,  made 
imputations  against  the  official  assignee  of  improper 
conduct  in  deteriorating  the  estate. 
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1842.  Sir  John  Cross.    If  the  assignee  has  any  complaint 

^^"^       to  make  against  the  official  assignee,  it  should  be  the 

Ex  parte  i       ^ 

Saundses.  subject  of  a  distinct  petition;  but  the  Court  cannot 
allow  these  charges  to  be  made  by  the  assignee  taking 
part  with  a  creditor,  on  a  petition  for  payment  of  a 
dividend. 

Mr.  Elderton,  in  reply,  hoped  the  Court  would  allow 
interest  on  the  dividend,  which  had  been  withheld  from 
the  creditor  for  a  considerable  time;  and,  in  suf^rtof 
this  claim,  he  cited  JEx  parte  Graham  (o).  He  also 
urged,  that  the  costs  of  the  appearance  of  the  assignees 
on  this  petition  should  be  paid  by  the  official  assignee, 
as  his  conduct  made  it  necessary  to  serve  them  with  the 
petition. 

Sir  John  Cross.  This  is  a  petition  of  a  creditor  for 
the  payment  of  a  dividend,  to  which  he  is  entitled  by  the 
Commissioner's  order.  In  the  first  instancet  the  official 
assignee  refused  to  pay  it,  because  the  creditor  did  not 
produce  the  security  which  he  held  for  the  payment  of 
the  debt.  There  he  was  perfectly  right  But  afta^ 
wards,  when  the  petitioner  took  his  security,  he  ako  took 
along  with  him  his  attorney,  who  unfortunatety  had  an 
old  grudge  with  the  official  assignee.  This  excited  some 
angry  feeling  on  the  partof  the  official  assignee;  high  words 
ensued,  aifd  the  assignee  refused  to  pay  the  dividend, 
either  to  the  petitioner,  or  his  attorney.  It  has  been 
held  by  this  Court,  on  a  former  occasion,  in  Empartt 

(a)  1  Rose,  456.  It  does  not  appear,  from  the  report  of  this  caie»  that 
Lord  Eldon  ordered  the  assignees  to  pay  interest  on  the  dindend,  ilAoigb 
the  40  G«o.  3.  c.  121.  ■.  12.,  then  in  operatioB,  enabled  him  to  d»  ao.  The 
6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  8. 1 11.  also  authorizes  the  Court  to  order  the  pmymeiit  of 
the  difidend  to  the  creditor,  with  interest  for  the  time  that  it  shall  ha?e 
been  withheld,  and  the  cotti  of  the  application. 
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Alexander{a\  that  an  official  assignee  is  not  justified  in  1842. 
withholding  the  payment  of  a  dividend  from  a  creditor,  ^^  ^ 
although  he  might  himself  have  some  personal  claim  Saundehs. 
against  him.  The  Order  must  therefore  go,  as  a  matter 
of  course,  for  the  payment  of  the  dividend,  and  the  costs 
of  this  petition,  by  the  official  assignee;  but  I  cannot 
charge  him  with  interest.  With  regard  to  the  costs  of 
the  other  parties,  as  it  was  quite  unnecessary  to  serve 
the  creditors'  assignees  with  this  petition,  the  petitioner 
must  pay  the  costs  of  their  appearance;  and  the  officer 
will,  on  the  taxation  of  the  costs  of  this  petition,  give 
credit  to  the  official  assignee  for  his  costs  of  the  refer- 
ence for  scandal,  and  of  such  parts  of  the  affidavits  as 
were  found  to  be  scandalous.  But  the  Court  gives  no 
special  directions  as  to  the  taxation  of  the  costs,  in  re- 
gard to  those  parts. of  the  affidavits  which  have  been 
found  impertinent. 

(a)  I  Dea.  &  C.  513. 


Ex  parte  Sharp.— In  the  matter  of  Chadwick 

and  another. Serjeants^  inn, 

.  Mil  19. 

IHIS  was  an  application  of  the  petitioning  creditor  whereascpa. 
under  a  joint  fiat,  that  the  assignees  might  be  ordered  to  oideredtobe 
pay  him  the  costs  of  obtaining  an  order  for  annulling  a  f°vourofajoint 
separate  fiat,  and  establishing  the  joint  fiat.     The  Order  2°^^^°J  f^X' 
was  made  on  the  23d  of  November  last,  with  liberty  to  J^"  fi^^Yi^put 
apply;  since  which  there  had  been  several  interlocutory  toextracosuby 

*  *  •'  '  '^    the  opposition  of 

proceedings,   namely,  a   motion  by  the  petitioner  for  the  awignees  in 

fiat,  an  Order  was  made  that  the  assignees  should  pay  him  these  costs  out  of  the  joint 
estate,  and  that  they  should  be  taxed  as  between  solicitor  and  client. 


Sharp. 
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1842.  leave  to  inspect  and  take  copies  of  the  proceedingi 
Ex  parte  Under  the  separate  fiat|  and  another  motion  to  enUrgd 
the  time  for  opening  the  joint  fiat ;  all  of  which  had 
been  opposed  by  the  assignees.  The  costs  of  these 
motions  were  incurred  by  the  petitioner,  in  addition  to 
the  taxed  costs  of  the  petition  to  annul  the  separate 
fiat. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  in  support  of  the  motion.  The  peti- 
tioner asks  for  all  the  costs  which  he  has  incurred  in 
prosecuting  the  joint  fiat,  and  getting  rid  of  the  separate 
fiat^  and  that  the  registrar  be  instructed  to  tax  such 
costs,  as  between  solicitor  and  client. 

Mr.  Bacon.  On  the  motion  by  the  petitioner  for 
liberty  to  inspect  and  take  copies  of  the  proceedings 
under  the  separate  iiat,  the  copies  were  refused,  and 
the  petitioner  was  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  mo- 
tion; and  no  liberty  to  apply  was  reserved  in  the  Order 
made  on  that  occasion.  There  is  no  ground,  therefore, 
for  asking  now  for  the  costs  on  that  occasion.  With 
respect  to  the  costs  of  the  present  motion, — the  applica- 
tion is  made  in  an  improper  form,  and  the  petitioner  has 
asked  for  more  than  he  is  entitled  to. 

Sir  John  Cross.  This  is  a  question  between  the 
petitioning  creditor  and  the  assignees,  as  to  the  costs  of 
establishing  a  joint  fiat,  in  preference  to  a  separate  one. 
In  effecting  this  object,  the  petitioning  creditor  had  diffi- 
culties to  contend  with,  which  ought  not  to  have  been 
thrown  in  his  way.  It  seems  reasonable,  that  he  should 
be  allowed  the  costs  which  he  now  asks.     He  has  given 
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the  assignees  no  additional  trouble,  nor  put  them  to  any        1842. 

unnecessary  expense ;  while  they  have  opposed  him  at  ^^     ^^ 

every  step.  Sharp. 

Order  made  as  prayed. 


Ex  parte  Gardner. — In  the  matter  of  Gardner. ^  s§ijianu*  inn 

April  19.   ' 

JVIR.  BAJRLOW moYed  that  the  bankrupt's  certificate  A  cerUficate 

under  ft  countnr 

should  be  allowed,  although  it  had  only  been  signed  by  iUt  ftllow«d, 
two  Commissioners.      The  fiat  had    been  worked  at  by onS^tw"^^^ 
Manchester,  directed  originally  to  four  Commissioners,    <>"""«»'>«'»• 
one  of  whom  had  never  qualified  or  acted  under  the  fiat, 
and  had  gone  to  live  at  Southampton,  and  one  of  the 
three  who  had  acted  was  dead. 


Sir  John  Cross.  I  perceive,  that  the  122d  section  of 
the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  declares  that  the  certificate  shall  be 
no  discharge,  '^unless  the  Commissioners  shall, in  writing, 
under  their  hands  and  seals,  certify  to  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor that  such  bankrupt  has  made  a  full  discovery  of 
his  estate  and  effects,  Sec.'*  It  does  not  say  the  mtyor 
part  of  the  Commissioners.  I  think,  under  the  circum- 
stances, it  is  reasonable  that  the  certificate  should  be 
allowed. 
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v^^       Ex  parte  Robert  Lindow  Carr. — In  the  matter  of 

Serjeantt*  Jnn,      HeNRY  WiLCKENS  and  JoHN  GaBRIEL  MiGAULT. 

April  22.    * 

The  mortgagee  THIS  was  the  petition  of  the  surviving  representatife 

wh^ch^Mbeen  o{  a  mortgagee  of  some  property  of  the  bankrupt,  praying 

tManted^amT  ^^^^  ^^^^  assignee  might  be  ordered  to  pay  over  to  the 

conil^trthlt'  petitioner  the  sum  of  800/.,  In  respect  of  the  rents  of  the 

Jj®  ^"k°^t^^  mortgaged  property  alleged  to  have  been  received  by  the 

mortgagor  shall    assignee, 
let  the  premiias 

to  tach  penoD        The  bankrupt,  Henry  WilchenSy  as  one  of  the  exe- 

as  be  miv  think 

proper,  the        cutors  of  Andrew  Fuhrer,  deceased,  with  the  consent  of 

mortgagee  sti* 

pulatiDg  that  his  his  co-executor,  and  of  Ann  Fuhrer,  the  widow  of  the 
be  considered  testator,  lent  to  the  other  bankrupt,  John  Oabriel 
^^i™n°ofthe  Migault^  the  sum  of  1600/.,  part  of  the  testator's  pcr- 
mort^*eef  In  ^^^^^  estate ;  to  secure  the  repayment  of  which,  John 
ihi"a?^?ge^      GaJrtW  Migault,  by  an  indenture,  dated  I7th  December 

ment  the  as-       jgoo,  and  made  between  John  Gabriel  MiqauU  of  the 

Bignee  lets  the  ^ 

property,  and     first  part,  Henry  Wilckens  of  the  second  part,  and  Am 

receives  tne  ^^ 

rents  for  a         Fuhrer  of  the  third  part,  demised  unto  Henry  Wilckens 

period  of  seven  ^     a  -r^  -, 

years,  when  the  and  Ann  Fuhrer  their  executors,  administrators,  and 

property  is  sold,         ,  ,  n  %       %       *  t     %  • 

but  the  proceeds  assigns,  a  piece  of  land,  with  the  erections  and  buildings 
not  sufficient  to  thereon,  called  the  Island  Salt  Works,  at  Over,  in  the 
whole  of  what  county  of  Chester,  to  hold  for  the  term  of  1000  years,  at 
mortgage?*^  *  ®  a  nominal  rent,  and  subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption 
7f«w,that  the     on  payment  of  the  1600/.,  with  interest. 

assignee,  and  '^  ^  ' 

notthemort-  Qn  the  19th  December  1812,  a  commission  of  bank- 

gagee.  was  en- 
titled to  these     ruptcy  issucd  against  Wilckens  and  Migault. 
bye-gone  rents. 

On  the  16th  March  1821,  Henry  Wilckens  died, 
leaving  W.  Thompson  his  executor. 

The  interest  on  the  mortgage  money  was  duly  paid  to 
Ann  Fuhrer  up  to  the  year  1810 ;  but  after  that  time  it 
ceased  to  be  paid. 

On  the  16th  October  1821,  Ann  Fuhrer  died,  having 
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appointed  John  North  and  Thomas  North  her  executors,  i842. 
when  a  large  arrear  of  interest  was  due  to  her  in  respeet  J^^^^ 
of  her  life  interest  in  the  mortgage.  Carr. 

After  the  bankruptcy  of  Wilckens  and  Migault,  the 
salt  works  continued  untenanted  up  to  the  year  1896, 
when  they  became  in  a  ruinous  state;  and,  adverse 
claims  of  title  having  been  set  up  to  them  by  various 
parties,  they  could  not  be  sold  to  advantage.  In  this 
state  of  things,  both  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupts,  and 
the  personal  representatives  of  the  testator  and  of  Ann 
Fuhrer,  were  alike  unwilling  to  incur  any  risk  by  taking 
possession  of  the  salt  works  ;  but,  for  the  purpose  of 
coming  to  some  arrangement,  a  negociation  was  set  on 
foot  as  to  letting  the  property ;  and  it  was  finally  agreed, 
that  the  assignee  should  let  the  property,  without  pre- 
judice to  the  rights  of  any  of  the  parties,  and  that  the 
rents  should  be  received  by  the  assignee,  but  be  placed 
by  him  at  a  banker's  in  the  joint  names  of  himself  and 
the  representatives  of  the  testator  and  his  widow.  On 
the  conclusion  of  this  arrangement,  a  letter  was  addressed 
by  the  representatives  to  the  assignee  as  follows  : 
"  To  Mr.  Harwood  Banner,  assignee  of  the  estate  and 
effects  of  Henry  WUckens  and  John  Gabriel  Mi- 
gaulty  bankrupts. 

"  As  you  require  the  consent  of  the  representatives 
of  Andrew  Fuhrer,  deceased,  the  mortgagee,  and  also  the 
representatives  of -4  nn  Fuhrer,  deceased,  his  widow,  for 
your  letting  the  salt  works  and  premises  situate  at  Over, 
late  the  property  of  the  said  bankrupts,  or  one  of  them, 
we,  the  undersigned,  do  hereby  consent  that  you  may  let 
the  same  premises  to  such  person  or  persons,  and  for 
such  rent,  as  you  may  judge  proper,  paying  the  rent  when 
and  as  received,  after  deducting  the  expense  of  repairs. 
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1842.  insurance^  and  all  other  costs  and  expenses,  into  the 
^^^  banking  house  of  Messrs  Leyland  and  SuUens,  Liver- 
Carr.  pool,  in  the  joint  names  of  yourself  and  us,  there  to 
remain  for  the  benefit  of  the  party,  who  may  be  ultimately 
found  entitled  to  the  same;  it  being  understood,  that  this 
our  consent  is  to  be  evidence  only  of,  and  is  intended 
only  to  signify,  our  own  acquiescence,  and  not  as  as- 
suming the  possession  of  the  premises  as  mortgagees,  or 
otheiwise,  nor  as  authorizing  any  interference  with  the 
property,  so  far  as  affects  the  rights  and  interests  or 
claims  of  any  other  person  whosoever.  Dated  this  27th 
day  of  September  18^. 

William  Thompson^  limited  executor  of  Henry 
Wilckens^  who  was  the  executor  of  Andrew 
Fuhrer. 
Thomas  Norths  y  Executors  of  Ann  Fuhrer ^ 
John  Norths        5        deceased. 
In  pursuance  of  the  above  arrangement,  the  assignee, 
on  the  1st  June  1828,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  exe- 
cutors, let  the  salt  works  at  a  yearly  rent  of  100/.,  and 
they  continued  to  be  so  let  up  to  the  1st  December 
1834;  from  which  time  up  to  the  1st  July  1835,  they 
were  unoccupied;    but  they  were  then  let  to  another 
tenant  at  the  same  rent  up  to  the  19th  December  1837, 
when  the  property  was  sold.     During  the  continuance 
of  these  tenancies,  the  assignee  received  the  rents ;  but, 
instead  of  paying  them  into  the  banker's  in  the  joint 
names  of  himself  and  the  executors,  he  placed  them 
there  in  his  own  name ;  and  they  amounted  now,  after 
all  proper  deductions,  to  the  sum  of  800/. 

By  an  Order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  dated  the 
36th  November  1836,  and  made  in  a  cause  in  which  the 
nephew  of  Andrew  Fuhrer^  the  testator,  was  plaintiff, 
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and  the  executors  defendantSi  the  salt  works  were  or-        1842. 
dered  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  to  be  applied  in  pay-       £^    ^ 
ment  of  the  principal  money  and  interest  due  on  the        Carb. 
mortgage,  and  the  residue,  if  any,  to  be  paid  to  the 
assignees.      In  pursuance  of  this  Order,  the  premises 
were  sold  for  3100/.,  which  sum  was  paid  into  the  Bank 
of  England,  to  the  credit  of  the  Chancery  suit.     This 
sum,  however,  was  alleged  by  the  petitioner  to  be  insuffi- 
cient to  pay  the  money  due  on  the  mortgage,  which  was 
stated  to  amount,  with  the  interest,  to  4000/. 

On  the  17th  November,  1837,  W.  Thompson,  the 
executor  of  Henry  WUckens  died,  leaving  the  petitioner 
and  Harwood  Banner,  his  executors,  who  therefore 
became  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  the  testator, 
Andrew  Fuhrer. 

It  appeared  that  the  claim  of  the  executors  of  Ann 
Fuhrer,  the  widow,  had  been  satisfied  by  the  payment 
to  them  of  the  balance  due  to  her  out  of  the  estate  of  the 
testator ;  so  that  her  executors  had  no  claim  to  the  8002. 

The  petitioner  alleged,  that  in  consequence  of  Har^ 
wood  Banner  being  not  only  one  of  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives of  the  testator,  but  also  the  assignee  under 
the  bankruptcy,  the  petitioner  was  desirous  that  the  sum 
of  800/.  might  be  paid  over  to  him,  in  order  that  it  might 
be  secured  to  the  testator's  personal  estate. 

Mr.  Bacon,  and  Mr.  J.  Adams,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  The  question  is,  whether  the  petitioner  in  his 
character  of  the  legal  personal  representative  of  the 
mortgagee  is  entitled  to  the  bye-gone  rents  of  the  mort- 
gaged property.  We  rely  on  the  agreement  of  the 
assignee  to  pay  the  rent  of  the  salt  works  into  the  bank- 
ing house  of  Messrs.  Leylands,  in  the  joint  names  of  the 
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1842.  assignee  and  the  executor  of  the  mortgagee.    It  was  a 

^^"^^  breach  of  faith  on  the  part  of  the  asdgnee  to  pay  the 

Carr.  rents  into  the  bankers  in  his  own  name. 


Mr.  AnderdoH.  The  Statute  of  Frauds  operates 
against  the  claim  of  the  petitioner ;  there  being  no 
distinct  and  express  contract  that  the  rents  were  to  be 
paid  to  the  executors  of  the  mortgagee.  The  Court  will 
look  at  the  rights  of  these  parties,  as  if  a  bill  had  been 
filed  against  the  assignee  for  an  account  of  the  rents. 
The  executors  of  the  mortgagee  might  have  applied  to 
the  tenants  of  the  property  for  the  rents,  and  then  they 
would  have  been  mortgagees  in  possession.  We  submit, 
that  there  has  been  no  acquiescence  whateyer  on  die 
part  of  the  assignee  in  the  title  of  the  mortgagee's  exe- 
cutors to  these  rents. 

Mr.  Bacon,  in  reply.  We  must  look  to  the  position 
of  affairs  at  the  time  of  the  agreement  between  these 
parties.  The  assignee  was  not  willing  to  take  possession 
of  the  mortgaged  premises ;  the  mortgagee's  executor 
was  also  unwilling ;  it  was  then  stipulated  that  tbe  as- 
signee should  take  possession  with  the  consent  of  the 
executor,  upon  condition  that  the  rents  should  be  paid 
into  a  certain  bank  in  their  joint  names.  Sanner,  the 
assignee,  must  be  considered  as  the  agent  for  both 
parties ;  for  he  stands  in  a  double  capacity,  as  the 
assignee  of  the  bankrupt,  and  one  of  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives  of  the  mortgagee. 

Sir  John  Cross.  It  seems  to  me,  that  this  document, 
viz.  the  letter  addressed  by  the  executors  to  JBaimer^  the 
assignee,  bears  now  a  different  interpretation  horn  that 
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which  I  was  at  first  inclined  to  put  upon  it.  Let  us  look  1842. 
at  the  state  of  things  existing  at  the  time  this  letter^was  j,^  ^^ 
written.  The  premises  in  question  had  been  for  more  ^^*"' 
than  thirteen  years  untenanted, —  the  salt  works  un- 
worked  and  unproductive, —  and  the  whole  property 
nothing  better  than  a  damnosa  hareditas.  The  assignee 
then  sayS|  I  will  take  possession,  provided  the^mort- 
gagee's  executor  consents ;  the  executor  gives  that  con- 
sent, but  he  takes  good  care  of  himself;  for  he  stipulates, 
that  his  consent  is  not  intended  **  as  assuming  the  pos- 
session of  the  premises  as  mortgagee,  or  otherwise,  nor 
as  authorizing  any  interference  with  the  property,  so  far 
as  affects  the  rights  and  interests  or  claims  of  any  other 
person  whomsoever.*'  That  stipulation  seems  to  me  a 
complete  disclaimer  of  taking  possession  of  the  property 
in  the  character  of  mortgagee ;  and  amounts,  in  fact,  to 
this— that  you,  the  mortgagor,  shall  not  be  considered 
as  the  tenant  of  me,  the  mortgagee.  Banner^  the  as- 
signee, has  acted  upon  the  strength  of  this  consent  and 
stipulation ;  and  has  received  the  rents,  as  it  was  agreed, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  party  who  might  be  ultimately 
found  entitled  to  the  same.  I  am  now,  therefore,  called 
upon  to  decide,  who  is  the  party  entitled  to  these  rents ; 
and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  assignee,  having  taken 
possession  of  the  property  in  his  character  of  assignee, 
is  the  party  entitled  to  the  rents,  and  not  the  executor  of 
the  mortgagee. 

The  Order  declared  the  rents  to  form  part  of  the 
estate  and  effects  of  the  bankrupt,  and  dismissed 
the  petition,  but  without  costs ;  the  costs  of  both 
parties  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 
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^^v^  Ex  parte  James  Stuart. — In  the  matter  of 

Serjeant**  Inn,  StUABT. 

April  23. 

On  a  petition     ThIS  was  the  petition  of  a  party  claiming  to  be  an 

that  the  pro-  *^      "^  ^ 

perty  on  which   annuity  Creditor  of  the  bankrupt^  and  praying  that  the 

ao  aDDuity  is 

charged  should  property  on  which  it  was  charged  might  be  sold  for  the 

payment  of  the   payment  of  the  value  of  the  annuity, 
value  of  the  an- 
nuity, the  Court 

the"c^mmL^         Mr.  Montagu,  in  support  of  the  petition.     I  should 
udr?n?hr&it'  ^^^^  thought  that,  under  Lord  Loughborough's  General 

instance,  whe-    Order  (a),  the  Commissioners  could  have  ordered  the 

therthepeu-  ^  '' 

tioner  has  a       sale  of  this  property,  without  an  application   to  this 

yalid  security  on  r     r      ^j  rr 

the  premises  on  Court;  but  I  find  that,  according  to  the  decision  in  the 

which  the  an- 
nuity is  alleged   matter  of  Delves^b),  an  application  to  this  Court  is  neces- 
to  be  chargS.  .      i      /.        . 

sary,  in  the  first  instance. 

Mr.  G>  A>  Young f  contri.  The  petitioner  has  offered 
no  evidence  of  any  deed,  bond,  or  other  instrument,  by 
which  the  alleged  annuity  is  secured.  As  the  6  Geo.  4. 
c.  16.  s.  54.  expressly  enables  the  Commissioners  to  as- 
certain the  value  of  the  annuity,  the  assignees  are  there- 
fore desirous  that  the  Commissioners  should  look  into 
the  securities  held  by  the  petitioner,  and  decide  whether 
he  is  now  an  annuity  creditor,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  of  parliament. 


Sir  John  Cross.  Upon  a  reference  to  the  case  of 
Ux  parte  Pocock,  in  the  matter  of  Yates,  which  occurred 
on  the  16th  Jime  1827,  and  a  note  of  which  has  been 
furnished  me  by  Mr.  Barber,  I  find  that  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  upon  a  similar  petition,  ordered  that  the 
Commissioners  should  first  inquire,  whether  the  petitioner 

(a)  8  March  1794.    See  2  Deac.  B.  L.  89.  (6)  1  Mont.  492. 
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was  an  annuity  creditor^  and  then  that  they  should  value  1842. 
the  annuity  (a).  I  therefore  think  that  the  same  Order  ^^  ^^^ 
should  be  made  on  the  present  occasion.  Stuart, 

(a)  The  wordt  of  the  Order  made  by  Lord  EUbn  in  the  case  referred  to 
are,  "  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Commiisionera  to  inquire  and  ascer- 
tain whether  the  petitioner  has  a  ? alid  security  upon  the  premises  mentioned 
in  the  indenture  set  forth  in  the  petition,  in  respect  of  the  annuity  ;  and  if 
the  Commisnoners  shall  find  that  the  petitioner  has  a  valid  secuiity  upon 
the  premises  in  respect  of  the  annuity,  then  I  order  that  the  Commissioners 
shall  ascertain  the  value  of  the  annuity  at  the  date  of  the  commission, 
regard  being  had  to  the  original  price  given  for  the  annuity,  deducting  there- 
from such  diminution  in  the  value  thereof,  as  shall  have  been  caused  by  the 
lapse  of  time  since  the  grant  thereof  to  the  date  of  the  commission  -,'*  and 
the  Commissioners  were  also  to  take  an  account  of  the  arrears  of  the  an- 
nuity (if  any)  which  became  due  up  to  the  last  day  before  the  date  of  the 
commission  on  which  the  same  vras  payable,  and  remaining  unpaid  at  the 
date  thereof,  and  of  the  advances  and  payments  made  by  the  petitioner,  as 
in  the  petition  alleged,  and  also  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises  (i^ 
any)  received  by  the  petitioners,  or  by  any  other  person  by  their  order,  or 
for  their  use : — and  then  ordering  the  examination  of  all  proper  parties  by 
the  commissioners — and  that  the  premises  should  be  sold,  and  the  sale  be 
conducted  by  the  assignees,  with  liberty  for  petitioner  to  bid,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds to  be  applied  in  part  discharging  of  what  should  be  found  due,  with 
liberty  to  prove  for  the  residue. 


Ex  parte  Gurney  and  others. — In  the  matter  of  Glass* 

COTT  and  another. Serjeants  Inn, 

May  5. 

This  was  the  petition  of  creditors  claiming  to  prove  -4.  B.and  c. 

.   .  dissolve  their 

against  the  jomt  estate.  partnership. 

The  two  bankrupts,  in  partnership  with  their  brother,  cutes  a  regular 
carried  on  business  under  the  firm  of  ^*  Glasscott  and  the'partnership 
brothers."     On  the  30th  October  1840,  this  partnership  B^^'^d'noticT* 
was  dissolved  by  the  retirement  of  one  of  the  brothers,  °/ ^.*^l^" 

•^  '  tton  appears  m 

when  an  assignment  was  executed  by  the  retiring  to  the  ^nd^^^ntin^' 

the  business  in 
the  same  firm  until  their  bankruptcy,  which  is  more  than  a  twelvemonth  after  the  dissolution 
and  assignment.    Held,  that  a  joiut  creditor  of  A.,  B.  and  C.  could  not  prove  against  the 
estate  of  A,  and  B. 
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1842. 

£z  parte 
OuRNir 

and  otheit. 


continuing  partners  of  all  his  share  in  the  partnership 
stock  and  effects^  and  notice  of  the  dissolution  of  the 
partnership  was  advertized  in  the  Gazette;  but  there 
was  no  specific  notice  given  to  the  petitioners.  The 
two  continuing  partners  carried  on  the  business  under 
the  same  firm,  until  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  on  the  2d 
November  1841.  The  Commissioners  •  rejected  the 
proof,  on  the  ground  that  the  petitioners  were  creditors 
of  the  three,  and  not  of  the  two ;  but  were  desirous  that 
the  question  should  be  brought  before  the  Court  of  Re- 
view. 


Mr.  Anderdon,  in  support  of  the  petition.  The  pre- 
sent case  is  very  like  that  of  JSx  parte  Cooper,  in  the 
matter  of  Johnston  (a),  where  A.  and  B.  agreed  to 
dissolve  their  partnership  from  a  particular  day,  and 
published  a  notice  to  that  effect  in  the  Gazette,  stating 
that  the  debts  due  to  and  by  the  firm  would  be  received 
and  paid  by  A. ;  no  assignment  was  executed  of  the 
partnership  effects,  but  they  were  lefl  in  the  possession 
of -4.,  who  continued  to  carry  on  the  business  of  the 
partnership  firm  for  four  months,  until  the  issuing  of  the 
joint  fiat ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  partnership  property 
was  not  convertible  into  the  separate  property  of  -4., 
but  was  distributable  among  the  joint  creditors  of  A. 
and  B.  The  only  difference  between  that  case  and  the 
present  is,  that  here  there  was  an  assignment  of  the 
partnership  effects  to  the  continuing  partners.  The 
claim  of  the  petitioners  is  not  put  on  the  ground  of 
strictly  legal  claim  on  a  debt  contracted  by  the  two,  but 
of  there  being  specific  assets  at  the  time  of  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  partnership,  which  were  then  available  for 
(a)  1  Moot.  Deac.  &  D.  358. 
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the  pajrment  of  the  petitioner's  debt;  and  that  there  has        lS4it. 
been  no  transmutation  of  the  possession  of  those  assets.       £x  parte 
There  is  also  in  the  assignment  from  the  retiring  partner     and'oihers. 
a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  two  to  pay  the  debt  of  the 
three — this,  it  is  submitted^  raises  an  equity  against  the 
two.     The  petitioners  acknowledge  that  there  was  notice 
of  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  in  the  Gazette ; 
but  they  say,  that  they  never  knew  of  it.     There  ought  to 
have  been  a  specific  notice  given  to  the  petitioners,  as  the 
firm  continued  precisely  the  same.    The  firm,  therefore, 
continuing  without  any  change,  and  the  possession  with- 
out any  transfer,  the  Court  will  make  the  assets  of  the 
three  available  to  the  debts  of  the  three. 

Mr.  Craifff  for  the  assignees,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Sir  John  Cross.  The  partnership  of  the  three  was 
dissolved  so  long  ago  as  the  30th  October  1840,  when 
there  was  a  regular  assignment  of  the  partnership  effects, 
from  the  retiring  to  the  continuing  partners.  That 
circumstance  distinguishes  this  case  from  JEx  parte 
Cooper  {a\  as  well  as  another  important  fact,  that  the 
assignment  was  more  than  a  twelvemonth  before  the 
bankruptcy.  As  it  appears  that  the  Commissioners  ad- 
journed the  question,  in  order  that  the  petitioners  might 
take  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  it  would  be  hard  to  make 
them  pay  the  costs  of  the  assignees. 

Petition  dismissed,  without  costs, 
(a)  1  MoDt.  Deac  &  D.  358. 
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Ex  parte  Thomas  Hallifax  and  others. — la  the  caatter 
of  William  Ridoe,  Charles  Ridoe,  and  Willlam 

^Ha?//"''  NeWLAND. 

May  5,  6  &  30.  ,_ 

One  of  three       iHIS  was  a  petition  for  the  proof  of  a  debt,  without 


wUh*no1ntcre^  being  compelled  to  deliver  up  certain  securities  held  by 

Kits:  the  petitioners. 

self,  to  secure         The  bankrupts  were   bankers  at  Chichester,   their 

the  partDerahip  ^ 

1?**h  ^'^*^'^  banking-house  being  called  "The Chichester  old  Bank," 
of  the  partners,   and  the  petitioners  were  bankers  in  London,  trading 

that  the  creditor 

could  prove  the  under  the  firm  of  Glyn,  Halifax,  Mills  &  Co.     Prior  to 

amount  of  his  .  _ 

debt  against  the  the  year  1825,  the  partners  in  the  Chichester  bank  were 
wiThout  giving  Charles  Ridge,  one  of  the  bankrupts,  and  William 
''Vhe  memt  ^idffe,  sen.,  and  Bichard  Murray.  In  1826,  MicAard 
^s&Jd'^^at  ^^rray  died,  when  William  Ridge,  jun.,  the  bankrupt, 
a  policy  of  as.     became  a  partner.     In  1829,  William  Ridge,  sen.,  died; 

surance  on  the  *  '  ^  j  »  » 

lifeoftheobli-   ^^d  in  April,  1830,  Bengamin  Ridge  was  admitted  a 

gor  was  also  de-  r      »  ^  ^7  ./ 

TOsited  with  the  partner,  and  in  November  1830,  the  bankrupt,  WUUam 
was  not  the  fact,  Newland.    In  1833  Benjamin  Ridge  retired,  from  which 

and  the  policy 

was  found  in      time  the  three  bankrupts  carried  on  the  business  down  to 

the  bankrupts'       .  .    i     /.  i      i       i 

chest  at  the  time  the  period  of  the  bankruptcy. 

luptcy:  HtUL,  The  petitioners  were  the  London  correspondents  of 
pMsed^uftbe^  the  Chichester  bank,  and  were  frequently  in  advance  for 
**T^^liTOr  ^^  ^^"^  ^^  ^  considerable  amount.  On  the  23d  Sep- 
twoof^e^bMk-  ^^^^^^  ^8*^>  ^^®  petitioners  advanced  6000/.,  and  on 
ropts  a  warrant   the  30th  October  1841,  a  further  sum  of  8000/.     To 

of  attorney  to 

secure  the  pay-   induce  the  petitioners  to  advance  this  last  sum,  Charles 

ment  of  the 

bond;  but  the    Ridge  produced  a  bond  of  one  William  Padwich,  dated 

attorney  was       16th  August  1825,  for  securing  to  William  Ridge,  sen., 

neither  speci6ed 

in  the  memorandum  of  deposit,  nor  mentioned  to  the  creditor  when  the  bond  was  deposited. 
Upon  this  warrant  of  attorney  the  assignees  having  entered  up  judgment,  the  Court  ordered 
that  they  should  be  restrained  from  further  proceeding  on  it. 

A  letter  from  the  bankrupt  to  a  creditor,  saying,  "  that  he  had  resolved  not  to  open  his  bank 
on  Monday,"  does  not  amount  to  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
2  &  3  Vict,  c.  29,  but  is  only  notice  of  an  intention  to  commit  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 


and  others. 
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deceased,  Richard  Murray^  deceased,  and  the  bankrupt,        1842. 
Charles  Ridge,  the  sum  of  5000Z.,  and  he  also  offered  a      JT^^'^^ 

^  '  '  Ex  parte 

policy  of  assurance  for  5000/.,  which  had  been  effected  ^^^^'J^ 
by  William  Padwick  on  his  life,  as  a  collateral  secu- 
rity for  the  bond,  and  various  promissory  notes  of  third 
parties,  which,  with  the  sum  of  5000/.,  amounted  to 
19,110/.;  and  it  was  ultimately  agreed,  that  the  bond, 
policy,  and  notes  should  not  only  be  a  security  for  the 
8000/.,  but  also  for  the  6000/.,  and  the  balance  of  the 
running  account.  A  memorandum  of  deposit,  dated  the 
30th  October  1841,  was  then  delivered  to  the  petitioners, 
which,  after  setting  forth  a  list  of  all  the  above-men- 
tioned securities,  contained  at  the  foot  the  following 
memorandum  in  the  hand-writing  of  Charles  Ridge. 

''The  securities  herein-named  left  with  Messrs. G/yitn, 
Halifax  &  Co.,  for  19,110/.,  to  cover  the  general  ac- 
count of  Ridge  &  Co.,  Chichester  old  Bank."  The 
bond  and  policy  of  assurance  were  thus  described:  — 
"  William  Padtvickf  Esq.,  bond,  policy  of  insurance, 
5000/.'^  The  fact  was,  however,  that  the  policy  of  in- 
surance was  not  then  delivered  to  the  petitioners,  but 
Charles  Ridge  promised  to  send  the  policy ;  on  the  faith 
of  which  promise,  and  the  securities  actually  delivered, 
the  petitioners  alleged  that  they  advanced  the  8000/., 
and  made  also  subsequent  advances  to  a  large  amount. 
The  policy  of  insurance  was  never  given  up  by  the 
bankrupts,  and  was  at  their  bankruptcy  taken  possession 
of  by  the  assignees.  It  appeared,  also,  that  the  bond 
had  been  assigned  by  the  other  obligees,  or  their  repre- 
sentatives, to  Charles  Ridge,  together  with  the  policy  of 
assurance,  as  a  collateral  security  for  the  bond;  but  the 
indenture  of  assignment  was  not  deposited  with  the  pe- 
titioners.   At  the  date  of  the  fiat,  the  bankrupts  were  in- 


646  CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

1842.  debted  to  the  petitioners  in  14,739/.  as  the  balance  of 
Ez  parte  ^^^  general  account,  which  was  afterwards  reduced,  by 
and^*^!^  v*'^*^^^  sums  received  on  the  promissory  notes,  to 
10,698/.  On  the  16th  February  184^,  the  petitioners 
applied  to  prove  for  this  last-mentioned  sum  against  the 
joint  estate  of  the  three  bankrupts;  but  the  proof  was 
opposed  by  the  assignees,  on  the  ground  that  no  account 
bad  been  forwarded  by  the  petitioners  to  the  assignees, 
showing  how  the  amount  claimed  arose;  and  also  that 
the  petitioners  were  not  entitled  to  prove  any  debt 
against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupts,  without  giving  up 
the  bond,  and  all  claim  to  the  policy  of  insurance ;  and 
on  these  grounds  the  Commissioners  rejected  the  prood 
On  the  19th  February  the  petitioners  produced  before 
the  Commissioners  a  debtor  and  creditor  account,  show- 
ing how  that  balance  arose ;  but  they  still  on  the  other 
ground  refused  to  admit  the  proof. 

On  the  26th  November  1841,  the  fiat  issued. 

It  appeared,  that  William  Padwick  had  on  the  27th 
April  1832  given  the  bankrupts,  William  Midge  and 
Charles  Ridge,  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  the  bond  for  5000/.;  which  warrant  of  attorney 
the  assignees  retained  the  possession  of,  and  had  en- 
tered up  judgment  thereon  with  a  view  to  take  out  exe- 
cution against  Padwick. 

The  petition  alleged,  that  several  parties  liable  on  the 
promissory  notes  were  unable  to  pay  them,  and  that  in 
some  instances  time  had  been  required  for  that  purpose ; 
and  that  in  one  case,  in  which  a  composition  of  6s.  8d.  in 
the  pound  had  been  offered,  the  assignees  refused  to 
sanction  the  petitioners  receiving  the  composition,  with- 
out prejudice  to  their  right  to  prove  the  full  amount  of 
their  balances. 
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The  prayer  was,  that  the  petitioners  might  be  ad-       1842. 
mitted  to  prove  for  the  10,698/.,  without  giving  up  the      £x  parte 
bond;  and  that  the  assignees  might  be  ordered  to  deliver     and  otberT. 
to  the  petitioners  the  policy  of  insurance  eflfected  on  the 
life  of  William  Padwick,  and  might  be  restriuned  from 
issuing  execution  upon  the  judgment  entered  up  on  the 
warrant  of  attorney. 

The  affidavits  in  support  of  the  pedtion  stated,  that 
when  the  last  advance  of  8000/.  was  made  by  the  peti- 
tioners at  the  request  of  the  bankrupt,  Charles  Ridge, 
he  expressly  agreed  that  the  notes,  bond,  and  policy  of 
assurance  should  be  securities  for  the  8000/.,  as  well  as 
the  balance  of  the  running  account,  and  that  he  then 
stated  that  he  had  omitted  to  bring  with  him  the  policy, 
but  that  he  would  afterwards  deposit  it  with  the  peti- 
tioners, as  well  as  the  bond. 

In  answer  to  the  allegations  in  the  petition,  the  de- 
fence set  up  by  the  assignees  was,  that  they  were  en- 
titled to  the  debt  secured  by  PadwicKs  bond,  as  being 
in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupts  at  the  time 
of  their  bankruptcy,  no  notice  having  been  given  to  Pad'- 
wick  of  any  assignment  or  deposit  of  the  bond^  previously 
to  the  16th  November  1841,  which  was  after  the  act  of 
bankruptcy.  The  assignees  also  claimed  to  be  entitled 
to  the  full  benefit  of  the  judgment  on  the  warrant  of 
attorney.  And  with  respect  to  the  policy  of  assurance, 
the  assignees  stated  that  this  was  found  in  the  banking 
house  of  the  bankrupts,  together  with  an  assignment  of 
it  to  them,  and  other  documents  deposited  with  them  by 
Padwick,  and  that  on  none  of  these  instruments  was 
there  any  memorandum  showing  that  any  other  person 
than  the  bankrupts  had  any  interest  therein.  That  no 
notice  was  given  before  the  bankruptcy  to  the  insurance 
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1842.  office  of  any  deposit  of,  or  agreement  to  deposit,  the 
El  Mrte  policy;  and  that,  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  the  policy  on 
and'^otben.  ^^^^'  ^^^  assignees  had  paid  one  year's  premium  at  the 
office,  amounting  to  169/.  15f.  lOd.,  oat  of  the  foods  in 
their  hands.  It  appeared  that  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was 
committed  on  the  15th  November,  and  that  on  the  14th 
November  the  bankrupts  wrote  to  the  petitioners  to  m- 
form  them  that  they  had  resolved  not  to  open  their  bank 
on  the  1 5th  November. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Keene,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  When  the  petitioners  applied  to  prove  for 
the  balance  due  to  them,  it  was  objected  that  they  could 
not  prove,  until  Che  promissory  notes  deposited  with  the 
petitioners  were  realized.  Now,  in  all  these  cases,  the 
question  is,  as  was  decided  in  Ex  parte  Phillips(a),  whe- 
ther the  notes  were  indorsed  by  the  party  depositing 
them,  or  whether  they  were  deposited  as  mere  chattels 
to  secure  the  payment  of  the  debt.  In  the  present  case 
the  notes  were  indorsed  by  the  bankrupts.  [Sir  /• 
Cross.  As  to  the  notes,  I  think  you  are  entitled  to  prove 
for  the  whole  amount  of  them.] 

As  only  one  of  the  bankrupts,  William  Ridge,  was  an 
obligee  in  the  bond,  he  having  survived  the  two  other 
obligees, — and  the  two  bankrupts,  Charles  Ridge  and 
William  Newland,  are  not  in  any  way  affected  by  it, — ^thc 
petitioners  have  a  right  to  prove  their  debt  against  the 
joint  estate,  without  giving  up  the  bond,  which  can  only 
be  a  security  against  the  separate  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupt, William  Ridge.  The  present  case  is  precisely 
within  the  principle  laid  down  by  the  present  Lord 
Chancellor  in  Ex  parte  Shepherd,  in  the  matter  of 
(a)  1  Mont.  Deac.  &  D.  232. 
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P/ummer (a),  where  two  partners  covenanted,  jointly  and        1842. 
severally,  for  the  payment  of  a  mortgage  debt  owing  by       -^     ^^ 
the  partnership  firm,  and  it  was  held  that  the  mortgagee     ^V*^^^* 
might  prove  the  whole  debt  against  each  separate  estate, 
without  giving  up  his  security. 

But  it  is  to  be  contended  by  the  other  side,  that  the 
petitioners  gave  no  notice  to  the  obligor  of  the  transfer 
of  the  bond,  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation 
of  the  72nd  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  (&),  as  to  re- 
puted ownership.  It  may  be  a  question,  whether  the 
petitioners  were  bound  to  give  such  notice ;  for,  in  JEx 
parte  Newton{c\  it  was  determined,  that  where  a  bank- 
rupt had  deposited  an  assignment  which  had  been  made 
to  him  of  a  reversionary  interest  under  a  will,  although 
no  notice  of  the  deposit  had  been  given  to  the  executors, 
the  property  was  not  within  the  order  and  disposition  of 
the  bankrupt,  as  reputed  owner ;  the  Chief  Judge  there 
s&ying^  that  the  cases  had  already  gone  fSur  enough,  as 
to  the  doctrine  of  reputed  ownership,  where  notice  is 
omitted  to  be  given  of  the  assignment  of  a  chose  in  action. 
And  in  Gardner  v.  Lachlan  {d\  where  a  bankrupt  had 
assigned  the  freight  becoming  due  to  him  under  the 
charter-party  of  a  ship  that  belonged  to  him,  and  gave 
notice  to  the  party  to  whom  the  freight  by  the  charter- 
party  was  made  payable ;  this  was  held  sufficient  to  take 
the  debt  out  of  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt, 
without  giving  notice  to  the  party  by  whom  the  freight 
was  to  be  paid.  But  it  is  in  evidence  here,  that  the 
petitioners  gave  such  notice  before  the  date  of  the  fiat ; 
and  that  is  now  sufficient,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
recent  act  of  parliament  (tf). 

(a)  2  Moot.  Dea.  &  D.  204.  (<2)  4  Myl.  &  C.  129 ;  6  Sym.  407 ; 

(b)  6  Gto,  4.  c.  16.  8  Sim.  123. 

(c)  4  Dca.  &  C.  138.  (#)  2  fie  3  Viet.  c.  29. 


550  CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

1842,  It  is,  however,  objected,  that  the  petitionen  had  noCioe 

Ez  parte  ^^  Ridge  k  Co.  having  committed  an  act  of  bankniptcj, 
Md'otiiem,  ^fo'®  *^hey  gave  notice  to  the  oUigor  of  the  bond, 
and  therefore  that  they  cannot  avail  themaelvea  of  anch 
last-mentioned  notice.  The  notice,  on  which  the  assig- 
nees rely,  is  contained  in  a  letter  written  by  the  bank- 
rupts to  the  petitioners  on  the  14th  November  1841,  in 
which  they  inform  them  that  ''  they  had  resolved  not  to 
open  their  bank  on  Monday,"  which  would  be  the  16di 
November.  But  this  letter  amounts  to  nothing  more 
than  a  declaration  of  the  intention  of  the  bankers  to  stop 
payment;  and  it  was  held  by  Lord  Tenterden,  in  Tneher 
Y.  Barrow  (a),  that  mere  notice  of  insolvency  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  invalidate  dealings  or  transactions  bon&  fide  made 
with  the  bankrupt,  though  on  the  verge  of  bankruptcy. 
With  respect  to  the  policy  of  assurance  on  the  life 
of  W.  Padwickf  the  obligor  of  the  bond,  we  admit  that 
it  was  not  delivered  up  with  the  other  securities  to  the 
petitioners;  but  that  is  no  objection  to  the  lien  of  the 
petitioners.  The  memorandum  of  deposit  says,  that 
the  policy  was  left  with  the  petitioners,  along  with  the 
other  securities  therein  named,  to  secure  the  general  ac- 
count of  the  bankrupts  with  the  petitioners;  this  shows 
the  intention  of  the  parties  to  create  a  pledge  of  the 
policy,  although  it  was  not  actually  deposited.  The 
policy  was  effected  by  Padwick,  as  a  collateral  security 
for  the  bond,  and  there  was  a  positive  contract  by  the 
bankrupts  to  deposit  it  along  with  the  bond.  Does  Ae 
mere  accidental  non-delivery  of  \i,  therefore,  by  Ae 
party  pledging  it  enable  him  afterwards  to  deal  with  it? 
Where  it  is  clear  that  there  is  an  intention  to  create  a 
lien  by  the  memorandum  of  deposit,  it  is  as  good  in 

(a)  3  Car.  &  P.  85;  1  Mood.  &  Malk.  141. 
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equity  as  an  assignment  of  the  thing  it8elf(a).  ThuS)  1842. 
where  one  of  several  cutui  que  trusts  promised^  by  ex  parte 
letter^  that,  as  soon  as  a  partition  could  be  effected  of  ]|^J^^^ 
the  trust  estate,  he  would  give  his  bankers  a  security  for 
the  full  amount  of  the  account;  and  some  time  afterwardsj 
the  partition  having  taken  place,  he  signed  a  memoran- 
dum, stating,  that  he  had  deposited  the  deeds  therein 
described,  but  the  partition  deed  was  not  deposited ;  this 
Court  held,  that  the  bankers  were  not  the  less  equitable 
mortgagees  of  the  estate  taken  in  partition ;  Ex  parte 
Farley  {b).  Again,  in  Ex  parte  Chippendale  (c\  where 
the  bankrupts  deposited  only  one  of  their  title  deeds, 
which  was  the  principal  conveyance  of  the  property,  with 
the  petitioners,  as  a  security  for  a  debt,  leaving  the  other 
deeds  in  the  hands  of  their  own  solicitors ;  it  was  held 
that  this  also  was  a  good  equitable  mortgage.  The  Court 
there  said,  '^  The  question  is,  whether  what  was  done  in 
this  case  is  not  evidence  of  an  agreement,  on  the  part  of 
the  bankrupts,  to  give  the  petitioners  a  mortgage  on 
their  estate ;  and  there  is  nothing  here  to  counteract  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  do  so ,  an  intention  which  is 
sufficiently  apparent  by  the  deposit  of  the  principal  con- 
veyance with  the  petitioners."  The  principle  there  laid 
down  is,  not  that  all  the  title  deeds  must  be  delivered, 
but  that  the  principal  deed  is  sufficient.  So  here,  the 
policy  in  question  is  only  an  incident  in  the  title,  it  being 
merely  a  collateral  security  for  the  bond.  [Sir  John 
Cross.  All  your  title  to  the  policy  is,  a  promise  to  depo- 

(a)  In  WethereWt  cate,  11  Ves.  401,  Lord  Eldon  said,  it  had  never  been 
decided  how  far  it  was  necessary  to  deliver  all  the  title-deeds  to  constitute 
an  equitable  mortgage,  or  whether  that  would  not  be  taken  to  be  a  suffi- 
cient deposit,  which  could  be  taken  to  amount  to  evidence  that  the  esute 
was  meant  to  be  a  security. 

(6)  1  Mont  Deac.  &  D.  683.  (c)  1  Deac.  67. 
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1842.  sit  what  has  never  been  deposited.  Suppose  the  agree- 
£z  Mrte  ni6nt  had  been  to  deposit  goods,  which  had  been  left  in 
indoihew.  *^®  possession  of  the  bankrupt?]  They  would,  no 
doubt,  belong  to  the  assignees ;  but  there  is  a  difference 
between  goods  and  chattels,  and  a  chose  in  action.  In 
Ex  parte  Chippendale,  evidence  of  the  intent  was  held 
to  be  sufficient,  without  an  actual  deposit  of  all  the  docu- 
ments. [Sir  JbAn  Cross*  In  that  case  the  principal  con- 
veyance relating  to  the  estate  was  deposited;  and  the 
other  deeds  related  to  the  same  estate.  Here  the  memo- 
randum states,  that  the  policy  was  left  with  the  petitioners; 
which  was  not  the  fact.  You  rely  on  an  ex  past  facto 
promise  to  deposit  what  ought  to  have  been  previously 
deposited.  Is  there  any  case,  which  decides  that  a  party 
may  have  a  lien  on  a  thing  not  delivered  into  his  posses- 
sion?] A  thing  may  be  appropriated  by  contract,  as 
goods  for  the  payment  of  a  bill  of  exchange. 

Another  question  remains  to  be  considered.  The  pe- 
titioners were  wrongfully  displaced  from  their  right  of 
proof  in  February  last.  They  should  therefore  be 
placed  in  as  good  a  situation  as  they  would  have  been 
in  then,  if  admitted  to  prove.  It  has  been  decided  in 
equity,  that  where  the  obligee  of  a  bond  is  kept  out  of 
the  receipt  of  his  principal  by  the  acts  of  the  obligor, 
he  is  entitled  to  interest  beyond  the  penalty  of  the  bond. 
And  in  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  Scotland  {(i),  where  sub- 
sequent payments  had  been  made  to  a  petitioner,  after  the 
rejection  of  his  proof  by  the  Commissioners,  and  pend- 
ing a  petition  against  their  decision,  it  was  held  by 
Lord  Eldon,  that  these  subsequent  payments  were  not 
to  prevent  the  petitioner  from  receiving  dividends  on  the 

(a)  19  Ves.  310. 
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amount  which  he  had  a  right  to  prove,  when  his  proof       \Mi. 
was  rejected.  ^^^ 

Hallifax 

Mr.  Dixon,  for  the  assignees.  The  petitioners  had  ^^  otheis, 
notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy^  before  they  gave  any 
notice  to  the  obligor  of  the  bond  that  the  bankrupts 
had  deposited  the  bond  with  them.  It  was  sworn,  that, 
on  the  14th  November,  the  bankrupts  wrote  to  the  peti- 
tioners, saying,  that  they  were  compelled  to  suspend 
their  payments,  and  that  they  had  resolved  to  shut  up 
the  bank  on  the  15th.  This  accordingly  took  place  in 
the  early  part  of  that  day ;  the  doors  of  the  bank  were 
closed,  when  they  ought  to  have  been  opened  as  usual 
for  business,  and  persons  who  came  to  receive  cheques 
were  obliged  to  return  with  them  unpaid.  It  cannot  be 
denied,  that  this,  according  to  the  decision  in  Cumming 
V.  Baily  (a),  amounts  to  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  The 
letter  of  the  14th  November,  containing  this  information, 
the  petitioners  must  have  received,  by  due  course  of  post, 
on  the  morning  of  the  15th;  and  it  was  not  until  that 
day  that  they  wrote  to  Padwick^  the  obligor  of  the  bond, 
informing  him  that  they  had  for  some  time  been  the 
holders  of  the  bond.  This  letter  was  received  on  the 
16th.  Now  before  this  letter  was  either  received  or 
written,  the  petitioners  were  acquainted  with  the  fact  of 
the  bank  being  closed;  and  it  is  also  sworn,  that  they 
were  told  that  a  docket  had  been  or  would  be  struck  on 
the  15th;  and  the  petitioners  have  not  ventured  to  deny 
this  affidavit. 

As  to  the  non-deposit  of  the  policy  of  assurance: 
—  there  were  four  securities  for  the  same  debt:  the 
bond,  the  policy,  the  warrant  of  attorney,  and  the  as- 
signment.   [Not  one  of  these  securities  was  deposited, 

(a)  6  Bing.  353. 
VOL.  II.  Q  Q 
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184S.  except  the  bond.  The  assignees  found  the  policy  in  the 
Ex  parte  bankrupt's  chest,  and  have  continued  to  pay  the  pre- 
Md^oUieni.  ^i^^^s  on  it  at  the  insurance  office,  up  to  this  time. 
Supposing  there  had  been  a  mortgage  of  real  property, 
and  a  bond  for  the  same  debt,  and  the  bond  had  only 
been  deposited  with  the  petitioner,  could  it  be  contended 
that  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  mortgage  money? 
[Sir  John  Cross,  Supposing  a  bill  in  equity  had  been 
filed  for  the  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  to  de- 
posit the  policy,  would  not  the  Court  of  Chancery  order 
the  performance  of  the  agreement  ?]  It  has  been  held, 
that  a  mere  parol  agreement  does  not  constitute  an  equit- 
able mortgage;  Ex  parte  Coombe{a).  [Sir  John  Cross. 
The  Statute  of  Frauds  says,  certainly,  that  no  interest  in 
lands  shall  pass,  except  by  agreement  in  tmitingj] 

Mr.  Anderdon,  in  reply.  The  objection  now  madej 
that  the  petitioners  had  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy 
before  they  gave  notice  to  the  obligor  of  the  deposit  of 
the  bond,  is  quite  an  afterthought;  for  it  was  never 
made  before  the  Commissioner.  The  decision,  too, 
in  Cumming  v.  Baily  (&),  which  has  been  relied  on  by 
the  other  side,  is  quite  opposed  to  that  of  the  King's 
Bench,  in  Mills  v.  Bennett{c).  But,  whether  the  shut- 
ting up  the  banking-house  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  or 
not,  how  can  it  be  contended  that  a  notice  of  an  intention 
to  commit  an  act  of  bankruptcy  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
in  itself?  Here,  therefore,  as  the  petitioners  gave  notice 
of  the  deposit  of  the  bond,  before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat, 

(a)  4  Madd.  249.  (6)  6  Bing.  363. 

(c;  2  M.  5c  S.  556.  This  caie  merely  decided,  that  Um  ahattbg  ip  ef  t 
banking  house  by  one  of  three  partners,  who  resided  on  the  spot,  the  other 
two  residmg  at  a  distance,  and  not  knowing  of  what  was  done,  was  not  evi- 
dence of  a  joint  act  of  bankruptcy  by  M  ihru. 


^ 
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without  having  had  notice  of  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy,  1 B42. 
they  had  completed  their  title  as  equitable  mortgagees,  ^^  p,„^ 
within  the  meaning  of  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29.  [Sir  John  ^"-oVhVw. 
Cross.  That  act  declares,  ''  that  all  contracts,  dealings, 
and  transactions,  by  and  with  any  bankrupt,"  shall  be 
valid,  if  really  and  bond  fide  made  and  entered  into  before 
the  issuing  of  the  fiat.  I  do  not  exactly  see,  how  the 
serving  of  a  notice  in  this  case  on  the  obligor  of  a  bond 
amounts  to  a  dealing,  or  transition,  with  the  bankrupt.] 
As  to  the  case  put  of  depositing  a  bond,  without  the 
mortgage  deed  for  the  same  debti  the  depositary  of  the 
bond  could  not,  in  that  case,  recover  the  mortgage  money, 
because  the  mortgage  deed  was  the  principal  security, 
and  the  bond  only  incidental.  So  here,  the  bond  is  the 
principal  security,  and  the  policy  only  incidental.  The 
facts  of  the  present  case  are  entirely  within  the  principle 
laid  down  by  this  Court  in  Exports  Chippendals{a).  And 
as  to  the  non-delivery  of  the  warrant  of  attorney,  the  peti- 
tioners never  knew  of  the  existence  of  such  an  instrument. 
It  cannot,  therefore,  be  said  to  have  been  left  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  bankrupts  with  the  consent  of  the  petitioners. 

Cur.  adv*  vult. 

Sir  John  Cross.  The  bankrupts  in  this  case  were 
bankers  in  Sussex,  and  the  petitioners  were  the  London 
bankers,  with  whom  they  kept  their  account;  and  on  the 
SOth  October  last,  the  bankrupts,  being  then  indebted  to 
the  petitioners  to  the  amount  of  6000/.,  applied  to  them 
for  further  advances  to  the  amount  of  8000/.  more,  upon 
the  deposit  of  various  securities,  and  among  these  was  a 
bond  of  one  Padwick,  for  the  payment  of  5000/.,  to  two 
of  the  bankrupts.    The  8000/.  was  accordingly  advanced, 

(a)  1  Mont.  Deac.  U  D.  668. 

qq2 
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1842.  and  the  partner,  by  whom  the  transaction  was  negociated» 
ETparte  promised  at  the  same  time  to  deposit  also  with  the  pcti- 
^"tlT^*  tioners  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life  o{ PadwickfWhkh 
the  latter  had  previously  deposited  with  the  bankrupts, 
as  a  collateral  security  for  the  bond.  But  the  policy  was 
not  delivered  to  the  petitioners,  and  it  has  since  come 
into  the  hands  of  the  assignees. 

The  fiat  bears  date  on  the  26th  November  last. 

The  petitioners  have  tendered  a  proof  of  their  debt  to 
the  Commissioners,  to  the  amount  of  10,000/.  and  up- 
wards, being  the  balance  of  their  account  due  from  the 
bankrupts.  It  was  rejected  by  the  Commissioners,  unless 
the  petitioners  would  deliver  up  the  bond,  and  relinquish 
their  claim  upon  the  policy  of  insurance. 

And  it  further  appears,  that,  long  before  the  bond  was 
left  with  the  petitioners,  the  obligor  had  given  the  bank- 
rupts a  warrant  of  attorney  to  enter  up  judgment  for 
the  bond  and  debt,  and  they  retained  this  warrant  in 
their  own  hands  till  the  bankruptcy,  and  the  assignees 
have  since  entered  up  judgment  thereon.  The  bond 
was  the  separate  property  of  one  of  the  three  bankrupts, 
and  was  deposited  as  such;  and  the  petitioners  therefore 
claimed  a  right  to  prove  their  debt  against  the  three,  and 
retain  the  bond  as  a  collateral  security. 

The  petitioners  have  accordingly  come  to  this  Court,  and 
applied  for  liberty  to  prove  their  debt,  and  to  retain  the 
bond  and  also  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  assignees 
from  taking  any  further  proceedings  upon  the  judgment, 
and  for  an  Order  upon  them  to  deliver  up  the  policy  of 
insurance  to  the  petitioners.  The  assignees  contend,  that 
the  petitioners  are  not  entitled  to  the  bond,  because, 
although  they  had  given  notice  of  their  lien  to  Padwick^ 
the  obligor,  before  the  date  of  the  fiat,  it  was  not  till 
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after  they  had  received  notice  of  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy.  1 842. 
But  the  only  evidence  relied  upon,  in  proof  of  such  no-  ^^  p^^e 
tice  of  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy,  is  a  letter  received  and'oUien; 
by  the  petitioners  from  one  of  the  bankrupts,  in  which 
he  expressed  himself  in  these  terms :  **\We  have  resolved 
not  to  open  our  bank  on  Monday.''  But  I  am  of  opinion 
that  this  is  not  '*  notice  of  any  prior  act  by  them  com- 
mittedf'*  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  for  the  pro- 
tection of  parties  dealing  with  bankrupts.  It  is  notice 
of  a  future  intention  only.  And,  upon  the  whole,  I  think 
the  petitioners  are  entitled  to  prove  their  debt,  without  de- 
livering up  the  bond;  and  that  the  assignees  must  be  re- 
strained from  proceeding  upon  the  judgment,  except  in 
aid  of  the  petitioners;  but  that  the  petitioners  are  not  en- 
titled to  the  policy  of  insurance,  as  it  never  came  into 
their  possession. 


Ex  parte  Georoe  Hill,  and  others. — In  the  matter  of 

Henry  Clifton. Serjeanti' inn. 

Mays. 

This  was  a  petition  of  several  creditors  to  annul  the  Where  a  cre- 
ditor petitioned 
fiat,  on  the  ground  of  the  bankrupt  not  being  a  trader,  to  aDooi  a  Eat, 

eight  months 
within  the  bankrupt  laws.  after  it  had 

The  fiat  issued  on  the  ^th  July  1841,  in  which  the  on  the  ground 
bankrupt  was  described  as  "  of  Bath  Lodge,  in  the  city  rupt  was  not ' 
of  Worcester,  proctor,  dealer  and  chapman,"  and  under  anj^^^fio^ 
which  he  had  passed  his  last  examination,  and  obtained  blin*,^ade*1ind 
h»  certificate.  ^,^^j^ 

It  appeared  that  the  bankrupt  had  for  many  years,  his  certificate, 

^*^  *  and  DO  cause 

prior  to  1841,  carried  on  the  business  of  a  proctor  at  was  assigned 

1    ij    1         /»         r  for  the  delay; 

Worcester,  and  at  the  same  time  held  the  otnce  of  secre-  the  petition  was 
»       ,  .^.  .  /.    1       ■..  II  dismissed  with 

tary  to  the  Lord  Bishop  of  the  diocese ;  and  that,  upon  costs. 
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1842.       his  ceasing  to  hold  that  offiee,  he  made  an  assignnient  of 
Ex  parte      ^^^  effects  to  John  Tymbs,  for  the  benefit  of  hia  creditors. 
?'"•  ^  The  petitioners  alleged,  that  they  had  lately  discovered 

that  the  act  of  trading,  upon  which  the  bankruptcy  was 
adjudged,  was  that  of  a  picture  dealer;  but  that  the 
bankrupt  never  bought  or  sold  pictures,  or  any  other 
articles,  with  a  view  to  gain  his  livelihood ;  that  he  never 
gave  himself  out  to  the  world  as  a  dealer  in  pictures,  or 
as  a  trader  in  any  way,  or  kept  any  shop  or  place  for  the 
sale  or  exhibition  of  pictures  or  other  articles ;  and  that 
he  was  never  considered,  at  Worcester,  as  a  dealer  in 
pictures,  or  as  engaged  in  any  other  species  of  trade. 
That  the  assignment  of  his  effects  was  prepared  under 
the  advice  of  the  same  solicitors  who  issued  the  fiat,  and 
who  were  also  employed  by  the  bankrupt  in  procuring  his 
certificate ;  that  the  solicitors,  as  well  as  the  petitioning 
creditor,  who  was  afterwards  chosen  assignee,  were  inti- 
mate friends  of  the  bankrupt ;  and  that  the  fiat  was  a 
firiendly  fiat,  and  was  issued  at  the  instance  of  the  bank- 
rupt, for  his  own  views  and  purposes,  and  not  for  the 
benefit  of  his  general  creditors. 

In  answer  to  the  allegations  of  the  peUtion,  the  assig- 
nee, and  one  of  the  solicitors  to  the  fiat,  swore,  that  the 
bankrupt  was  in  the  frequent  habit  of  buying  and  selling 
pictures,  and  was  well  known  to  deal  in  them,  although 
he  kept  no  shop  for  that  purpose.  They  denied  that 
they  were,  either  of  them,  intimate  friends  of  the  bank- 
rupt. The  solicitor  stated,  that  the  bankrupt,  on  the 
16th  June  1841,  sent  for  and  consulted  him  as  to  the 
best  mode  of  satisfying  his  creditors,  and  relieving  him- 
self from  his  embarrassments;  and  that  neither  the  soli- 
citor, nor  any  of  his  partners,  were  ever  before  employed 
by  the  bankrupt,  or  had  ever  entered  his  house,  but  had 


■^ 
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merely  a  general  and  ordinary  acquaintance  with  him.  1842. 
That  the  solicitor,  finding  that  there  was  an  execution  in  ^  ^^ 
the  bankrupt's  house,  and  that  four  several  actions  had  ^^^ 
been  commenced  against  him  by  other  creditors,  recom- 
mended him  to  provide  for  the  equal  distribution  of  his 
property  amongst  his  creditors,  by  an  assignment  for 
their  benefit.  That,  before  any  one  could  be  prevailed 
on  to  act  as  trustee,  another  execution  was  levied  on  the 
bankrupt's  goods ;  whereupon  the  deponent,  in  order  to 
protect  the  property  of  the  bankrupt,  caused  an  assign- 
ment to  be  prepared,  on  the  17th  June  1841,  in  the 
usual  form,  to  one  of  the  deponent's  partners,  as  a  trus- 
tee. That,  immediately  after  the  execution  of  the  assign- 
ment, the  deponent  caused  a  sale  of  the  effects  of  the 
bankrupt  to  be  advertised  publicly  in  all  the  Worcester 
newspapers,  as  well  as  by  private  handbills.  That  he 
also  called  personally  upon  nearly  all  the  bankrupt's 
creditors  residing  at  Worcester,  including  the  petitioners, 
and  informed  them  of  the  assignment,  and  wrote  to  the 
other  creditors  for  the  same  purpose.  That  many  of  the 
creditors  expressed  their  readiness  to  come  in  under  the 
assignment,  but  those  who  had  commenced  actions  re- 
fused. That  on  the  19th  July,  the  bankrupt  was  taken 
severely  ill,  and  the  deponent  had  no  communication 
with  him  until  the  4th  August;  and  that,  under  all  the 
circumstances,  the  deponent  believed  that  if  some  deci- 
sive step  was  not  taken  for  securing  the  equal  distribu- 
tion of  the  property,  the  creditors,  who  had  brought 
actions  against  the  bankrupt,  would  obtain  an  unfair 
preference  over  the  general  creditors;  and  that  he  men- 
tioned his  apprehensions  to  J.  Parker,  who  consented 
to  become  petitioning  creditor  and  issue  a  fiat,  to  prevent 
the  whole  property  from  being  swept  away  by  executions. 
That  at  the  first  public  meeting,  on  the  ^d  August  1842, 
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1842.  debts  to  the  amount  of  1482/.  were  proved  by  twelve 
£z  Mrte  creditors ;  at  the  second  public  meeting,  further  debts  to 
andoUMn  ^®  amount  of  449/.  were  proved  by  sixteen  creditors; 
and  that  at  the  next  meeting,  which  was  in  December 
1841,  a  first  and  final  dividend  of  is.  8d.  in  the  pound  was 
declared,  when  debts  to  the  amount  of  117/.  were  proved 
by  thirty-nine  different  creditors,  making  a  total  amount 
of  debts  proved  SIS6L  1&.  lOd.,  by  sixty-seven  creditors. 
That  no  other  creditors,  besides  the  petitioners,  had 
omitted  to  prove  under  the  fiat,  except  a  few  of  small 
amount,  whose  debts  did  not  exceed  150/.  That  two  of 
the  petitioners  attended  at  one  of  the  public  meetings 
under  the  fiat,  and  were  cognizant  of  the  proceedings, 
and  that  they  well  knew  that  the  bankrupt  had  been 
declared  a  bankrupt,  in  respect  of  his  trading  as  a  dealer 
in  pictures.  That  one  of  the  petitioners  expressed  to 
the  deponent  his  readiness  to  take  lOs.  in  the  pound  on 
the  amount  of  his  debt;  but  the  deponent  refused  to  bold 
out  any  expectation  to  him  of  a  preference  over  the  other 
creditors,  it  being  well  known  that  a  dividend  of  lOs.  in 
the  pound  could  not  be  paid  to  the  whole  of  the  creditors. 
The  deponents  denied  that  the  fiat  was  a  friendly  one, 
or  issued  at  the  instance  of  the  bankrupt;  but  that,  on 
the  contrary,  the  bankrupt  had  no  knowledge  whatever 
of  its  being  issued,  until  more  than  a  week  afler  it  was 
sued  out. 

Mr.  Anderdouj  and  Mr.  Keene,  in  support  of  the 
petition. 

Mr.  Hallett,  contra,  objected  that  the  bankrupt  had 
obtained  his  certificate ;  and  where  that  is  the  case,  and 
a  creditor  afterwards  petitions  to  annul  the  fiat,  there 
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must  be  a  distinct  allegation  of  fraud  against  the  bank-        184^2. 
rupt  in  the  petition;   Ex  parte  Wyatt{a),     The  only       Expwte 
allegation  against  the  bankrupt  in  this  petition  is,  that     ^g^f^Jtben. 
the  fiat  was  issued  at  his  instance  for  his  own  views  and 
purposes ;  but  that  does  not  prove  firaud. 

Sir  John  Cross. — I  know  of  no  law  that  restricts  the 
Court  from  hearing  such  a  petition  as  this,  unless  there 
is  an  express  allegation  of  fraud  concocted  by  the  bank- 
rupt. But  why  did  not  these  petitioners  come  sooner  to 
the  Court,  if  they  were  desirous  to  annul  the  fiat. 

Mr.  Anderdon.  If  there  is  a  case  of  gross  delinquency 
made  out  against  the  bankrupt,  he  cannot  take  advan- 
tage of  any  lapse  of  time,  when  a  creditor  applies  to 
supersede.  We  do  not  deny  the  fact,  that  the  petitioners 
might  be  waiting  to  see  what  they  could  get  under  the 
fiat,  and  that  they  could,  if  they  had  chosen,  have  applied 
sooner  to  annul  it.  But  mere  lapse  of  time  will  not  cure 
a  thing  which  is  manifestly  bad  and  founded  in  fraud. 
When  the  Court  has  refused  to  annul  a  fiat,  where  ten 
months  had  elapsed  before  the  petitioner  applied,  that 
was  on  the  ground  of  concert  between  the  petitioner  and 
the  bankrupt.  Here  there  is  nothing  of  the  kind;  and 
we  do,  in  effect,  allege  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt,  and 
say  that  his  estate  ought  never  to  have  been  administered 
in  bankruptcy.  As  to  the  final  dividend  of  2$.  8d.  in  the 
pound,  which  is  alleged  to  have  been  declared, — there 
have  been  only  three  public  meetings  under  the  fiat,  and 
at  the  last  of  these  the  dividend  was  declared.  The 
creditors  who  have  received  this  dividend  may  apply  it 
pro  tanto  in  discharge  of  their  debts;  or  they  may,  if 

(a)  3  Deac.  &  C.  665. 
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1842.       they  think  proper,  give  the  bankrupt  a  releaee.    It  is 
El  pirte      s^Of n  on  the  other  side,  thut  the  petitioners  knew  tiitt 


Bipirte 
HIll 


the  bankrupt  was  declared  a  bankrupt  as  a  |Hctuve  dealer; 
but  the  knowledge  of  the  petitioners  is  immaterial,  if  the 
fact  is,  that  the  bankrupt  was  never  a  piotiire-dealer. 
How  has  the  delay  of  the  petitioners  served  to  prejudice 
any  other  party?  This  is  a  very  dtflfeient  oaae  from 
that,  where  another  creditor  has  been  prevented  by  die 
delay  from  issuing  another  fiat.  [Sir  Jokm  Onm.  U 
there  any  instance  of  a  commission  or  fiat  being  super- 
seded or  annulled  upon  the  petition  of  a  creditor,  afier 
the  bankrupt  has  obtained  his  certificate,  and  after  a  final 
dividend  ?]  It  is  laid  down  in  Cooke's  Bankrupt  Law, 
p.  484,  that  a  commission  may  be  superuMtod  on  the 
ground  of  firaud  after  a  bankrupt  has  obtained  his  certi- 
ficate, although  a  period  of  five  years  has  elapaed(«). 
The  Court  will  perceive  that  this  is  not  one  of  those 
cases,  where  the  mere  act  of  bankruptcy  is  impeached, 
and  some  other  may  be  set  up,— or  where  the  petitioning 
creditor's  debt  is  disputed,  and  some  other  may  be  sub- 
stituted. But  here  we  say,  that  there  is  no  trading  at 
all,  and  that  the  fiat  is  radically  bad.  There  is  no  case 
in  which  the  Court  has  ever  said,  that  a  lapse  of  eight  or 
ten  months  will  be  a  bar  to  a  petition  to  annul  a  fiat, 
which  is  illegal  on  the  ground  that  the  bankrupt  was  not 
a  trader.  If  the  other  side  could  prove  that  Ae  fiat 
could  be  supported  on  other  grounds,  if  they  oould 
establish  any  other  species  of  trading,  the  case  might  be 
different;  but  nothing  of  this  kind  is  even  attempted. 

Mr.  Haiku,  and  Mr.  Wood,  contri,  were  stoped  by 
the  Court. 

(a)  And  9»  Ex  paruMntk^liVu.  60%',  &  parte  Pooli,  2  Cos,  237 ; 
£x  parte  Cutun,  Buck,  68. 
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Sir  John  Cross.— It  is  well  understood  in  this  Court,       1842. 


Szptrte 

HtLL 

andothen. 


that  the  annulling  of  a  fiat  is  a  matter  purely  for  the  dis- 

£z  ptrte 
cretion  of  the  Court.    Now  what  are  the  facts  on  whioh        Hill 

this  application  is  grounded.  The  fiat  issued  on  the 
20th  of  July  in  last  year,  and  the  Commissioners  duly 
found  the  party  a  trader,  and  adjudged  him  to  be  a  bank- 
rupt. The  petitioners  acquiesced,  and  took  no  steps 
whatever  to  dispute  the  bankruptcy,  until  the  presen- 
tation of  this  petition.  During  all  this  time  the  fiat  has 
been  regularly  worked,  the  proceedings  under  it  have 
been  going  on,  a  final  dividend  has  been  declared,  and 
the  bankrupt  has  obtained  his  certificate*  These  peti- 
tioners have  suffered  the  fiat  to  be  executed  until  its 
ultimate  objects  are  attained, — they  lie  by  until  every 
thing  is  completed,  until  all  the  bankrupt's  effects  have 
been  distributed  amongst  his  creditors,  and  he  has  no 
funds  whatever  to  satisfy  the  remainder  of  his  debts. 
Public  notice  is  given  of  the  bankrupt  applying  for  his 
certificate,  and  the  petitioners  never  stir  one  step  to  pre- 
vent its  being  allowed.  From  the  beginning  to  the  end 
of  working  this  fiat,  nothing  has  been  done  in  which  the 
petitioners  have  not  tacitly  acquiesced.  The  Court  there- 
fore is  bound  to  dismiss  this  petition. — With  respect  to 
the  costs,  the  Court  is  unwilling  to  impose  this  burthen 
on  the  petitioners;  but  it  cannot  help  observing  that 
there  are  two  allegations  contained  in  this  petition  which 
have  not  been  proved,  namely,  that  the  fiat  was  issued 
for  the  bankrupt's  own  views  and  purposes,  and  not  for 
the  benefit  of  his  general  creditors.  Now  it  is  sworn, 
that  the  bankrupt  had  no  knowledge  of  the  fiat  being 
issued,  until  more  than  a  week  after  it  was  sued  out ; 
and  that  all  the  creditors,  with  the  exception  of  the  peti- 
tioners and  some  few  to  a  very  small  amount,  have 
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1842.       availed  themselves  of  the  fiat,  received  a  final  dividend 

£z  parte      ^"  ^^^^^  debts,  and  given  the  bankrupt  his  certificate. 

ando'ihert.     '^^®  question  is,  therefore,  whether  the  bankrupl  and 

the  assignees  ought  not  to  be  exonerated  fi'om  the  payment 

of  costs.    The  petitioners  have  brought  them  here  to 

defend  their  conduct,  and  must  abide  the  consequence. 

Petition  dismissed  with  costs. 


Ex  parte  Donald  Maclean. — In  the  matter  of  Sabcuel 

SstjeanW  Inn,  EvANS. 

May  7, 

The  bankrupl      i  HIS  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor,  claiming  to  prove 

undertook  to  o         * 

supply  a  ere-      Under  the  fiat  for  the  sum  of  3870/. 

ditOr,  who  was  rr.,  ,         i  «       .  r  r^ 

under  pecu-  The  bankrupt  was  a  cloth  manufacturer  at  Frome 

roentoforhim,  Selwood  in  Somersetshire,  and  the  petitioner  was  his 

of  doth^per*^^  factor  in  London,  receiving  a  del  credere  commission 

for^it  and  pay  "P^"  ^"  sales,  and  guaranteeing  to  him  the  full  amount 

as  Uq!^[dSted*'  ^^  ^^®  P^'^®  ^^  which  the  goods  were  sold,  for  which  the 

P?'***^^'®/®7,  petitioner  always  gave  him  credit  in  account,  as  cash 

The  bankrupt  received  for  his  use.     The  petitioner  was  in  the  habit  of 

made  such  fre-  * 

quent  default  in  accepting  bills  for  tlie  accommodation  of  the  bankrupt, 

the  regular  sup- 
ply of  the  cloth,  upon  his  engagement  to  consign  cloth  to  an  amount  suf- 
that  he  incurred 

penalties  to  the    ficient  to  cover  these  liabilities ;  and  on  the  2nd  January 
amount  of 

3870/.,  which  1839,   the  petitioner   was   liable   on  such  outstanding 

claimed  to  acceptances  to  the  amount  of  2190/.  18«.,  having  goods 

nonspecific  da^-  ^^  hand,  the  value  of  which  was  much  below  that  sum. 

S^ed^have  ^^^  petitioner  then  insisted  upon  the  bankrupt  entering 

bThim  b**the     '"'^  ^^"™®  engagement  in  writing  for  the  security  of  the 
non-perform- 
ance of  the  agreement ;  and  the  only  balance  really  due  to  him  was  48(.  18«.  6d.     H$ld,  that 
this  was  a  claim  for  unliquidated  damages  founded  on  a  penalty,  and  was  therefore  not  the 
subject  of  proof.  ' 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  565 

petitioner;  upon  which  the  bankrupt  signed  the  following        1842. 


undertaking:  ^.^p^ 

"  Messrs.  D.  Maclean  &  Co.  "  London,  January  4th.  1839.       MACLEAN. 

"  Gentlemen, 

''  The  bills  which  you  have  accepted  on  my  account, 
and  on  my  undertaking  to  provide  for  the  same  at 
maturity,  being  for  my  accommodation,  I  hereby  under- 
take to  furnish  you  with  cash  for  the  amount  of  each 
bill,  three  days  previous  to  their  becoming  due,  or  to 
forfeit  the  sum  of  SO/,  for  each  default  And  further,  as 
you  have  not  sufficient  cloth  in  your  hands  to  cover  the 
amount  of  your  engagement  on  my  account,  I  hereby 
promise  and  agree  to  place  cloth  in  your  hands  to  the 
full  amount  of  your  said  engagements,  that  is  to  say,  to 
forward  you  five  whole  pieces  of  cloth  per  week,  measur- 
ing about  SOO  yards,  or  thereabouts;  such  supplies  of 
cloth  to  be  sent  to  you  at  the  above  rate  per  week,  until 
the  whole  amount  shall  be  covered,  and  to  commence 
from  this  date.  And  I  further  agree,  that  in  case  of 
failure  on  my  part  to  deliver  the  said  supplies  regularly 
at  the  above  rate  per  week,  I  shall  forfeit  and  pay  to 
you  the  sum  of  10/.  per  cloth,  as  liquidated  penalty^  for 
such  number  of  cloths  as  may  be  deficient  in  the  said 
stipulated  weekly  delivery.  And  I  further  agree,  that,  in 
case  of  my  failing  to  provide  you  with  the  amount  of  your 
acceptances  on  my  account  three  days  previous  to  their 
maturity,  you  shall  be  at  liberty  to  sell  my  stock  of  cloth 
in  your  hands  for  the  best  price  you  can  procure. 

''  I  am,  &c. 

Samuel  Evans.** 

The  bankrupt  did  not  furnish  the  petitioner  with  cash 
for  the  amount  of  any  of  the  bills  outstanding  at  the  date 
of  the  above  agreement;  but  the  petitioner,  on  the  faith  of 
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1848.  gttch  Agreement,  continued  his  dealings  with  the  bank- 
Bs  MTte  i^P^*  ^"^  ^^^^  ^i™^  ^^  ^^™^  accepted  other  renewed  and 
substituted  bills  drawn  by  the  bankrupt,  and  also  yarious 
others  for  his  accommodation.  In  November  1839«  the 
petitioner  brought  an  action  against  the  bankrupt  for  the 
amount  of  the  balance  due,  upon  which  he  gave  a  cognovit 
to  secure  the  payment  of  three  bills  then  outstanding,  to 
the  amount  of  1424/.  4s.,  and  any  other  bills  which  the 
petitioners  might  accept  for  his  accommodation.  On  the 
27th  October  1840,  the  balance  due  from  the  bankrupt 
was  reduced  to  the  sum  of  48/«  18s.  6d. 

The  petitioner  alleged,  that  the  bankrupt  did  not  per- 
form the  above  engagement,  and  that  the  liabilities  of  the 
petitioner  were  not,  at  any  period  between  the  4th 
January  1839,  the  date  of  the  agreement,  and  the  27di 
October  1840i  covered  by  the  value  of  the  cloth  sent  by 
the  batikrupt ;  and  that,  with  the  exception  of  five  weeks, 
the  bankrupt  did  not  in  any  week  send  to  the  petitioner 
five  whole  pieces  of  cloth,  but  made  default  in  the  number 
df  887  pieces  between  the  periods  above  mentioned!  by 
reason  of  which  the  petitioner  claimed  to  prove  as  a  cre- 
ditor tinder  the  &AX  for  the  sum  of  3870/.,  as  the  atnount 
of  damages  due  to  him,  calculated  at  10^  for  each  pieoe 
of  cloth  so  deficient.  The  Commissioners  deelined  to 
admit  the  proof>  but  permitted  a  claim  to  be  entered  for 
this  sum,  leaving  the  petitioner  to  apply  to  this  Court 

Mr.  Bacon^  and  Mr.  Swatif  in  support  of  the  petition. 
The  Commissioners  rejected  the  proof  on  two  grounds ; 
first,  that  the  claim  of  the  petitioner  was  for  unliquidated 
damages ;  and  secondly,  that  the  petitioner  had  witiVed 
any  claim  for  damages  by  accepting  the  cognovit*  They, 
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in  fact^  would  not  allow  that  the  petitioner  had  any  right  18416. 
to  proye  beyond  the  sum  of  iSL  18«.  6rf,  for  the  balance  ^T^TJiL 
of  his  account.  Now  it  appears  in  this  cascj  that  the  Maclban. 
bankrupt  undertook  to  send  to  the  petitioner  five  pieces 
of  cloth  per  week,  and  that,  in  case  of  failure  to  deliver 
the  same  regularly,  he  expressly  engaged  ''to  forfeit  and 
pay  to  the  petitioner  the  sum  of  10/.  per  doth,  as  liquir 
dated  penalty,  for  such  number  of  cloths  as  might  be 
deficient."  The  question  is,  therefore,  whether  these 
stipulated  payments  of  10/.  per  cloth  are  not  to  be  con- 
sidered as  liquidated  damages,  and  capable  of  proof  in 
bankruptcy.  In  Fletcher  v.  Ihfche{a),  where  a  party 
bound  himself  to  perform  certain  work  for  another  in  a 
limited  time,  or  to  pay  a  stipulated  weekly  sum  for  such 
time  afterwards  as  it  should  remain  unfinished,  and  the 
work  was  not  finished  in  the  given  time, — it  was  held, 
that  such  weekly  payments  were  not  by  way  of  penalty, 
but  in  the  nature  of  liquidated  damages,  and  might  be 
set  off  against  the  party  in  an  action  brought  by  him  for 
work  and  labour.  Mr.  Justice  Ashhursi  says  in  his 
judgment,  that ''  the  object  of  the  parties  in  naming  this 
weekly  sum  was  to  prevent  any  altercation  with  respect 
to  the  quantum  of  damages,  which  the  defendant  might 
sustain  by  reason  of  the  non-performance  of  the  con- 
tract." And  Mr.  Justice  Buller  observes,  "it  was  con- 
tended that  the  defendant  might  have  recovered  less 
damages  than  the  amount  of  this  stipulated  sum  before 
a  jury ;  but  that  is  not  so.  In  the  case  of  Lowe  v. 
Peers  (b),  where  a  stipulated  sum  was  claimed  for  breach 
of  a  marriage  contract,  Lord  Mansfield  said,  ''  where 
the  precise  sum  is  fixed  and  agreed  upon  between  the 
parties,  that  very  sum  is  the  ascertained  damage,  and 

(a)  2  T.  R.  32.  (6)  4  Burrt  2226. 
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1842.  the  jury  are  confined  to  it."  If,  therefore,  inthepre- 
£x  parte  ^"^  ^^^^^  there  was  such  an  ascertained  legal  debt,  as 
MicLXAN.  Qng  fQ|.  tjjg  recovery  of  which  the  petitioner  could  have 
sustained  an  action  at  law,  he  is  entitled  to  prove  for  the 
amount  of  that  debt  under  the  fiat.  If  the  agreement 
does  not  contravene  any  rule  of  law,  the  petitioner  has  a 
right  to  prove  for  the  amount  of  the  specific  sum,  which 
the  bankrupt  agreed  to  pay  for  the  non-performance  of 
his  contract. 

Sir  John  Cross.  The  question  is,  whether  the  sum  of 
10/,  per  cloth,  which  the  bankrupt  agreed  to  forfeit  and 
pay  for  such  number  of  cloths  as  might  be  deficient  in 
the  stipulated  weekly  delivery,  is  to  be  considered  as 
liquidated,  or  unliquidated,  damages.  There  appears  to 
me  to  be  no  general  rule  either  at  law  or  in  equity  on 
this  subject;  and  the  question  will  therefore  depend  upon 
the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case.  Now,  in  the 
present  case,  the  10/.  was  to  be  paid  by  the  bankrupt  by 
way  of  penalty  (or  the  non -performance  of  the  agreement 
on  his  part;  and  although  the  petitioner  alleges  that  the 
bankriipt  failed  to  perform  the  agreement,  yet  he  does 
not  allege  that  he,  the  petitioner,  has  sustained  any  dar 
mage  whatever.  It  therefore  seems  contrary  to  every 
principle  both  of  law  and  equity,  that  he  should  be 
admitted  a  creditor  for  the  whole  of  the  penalty,  which  is 
alleged  to  be  forfeited  under  this  agreement.  The  five 
pieces  of  cloth  per  week,  which  the  bankrupt  engaged  to 
supply,  were  intended  to  cover  the  amount  of  the  peti- 
tioner's then  outstanding  engagements  for  the  bankrupt, 
and  nothing  more ;  they  were  not  meant  lo  cover  the 
liabilities  of  the  petitioner,  entered  into  by  h;m  after  the 
date  of  the  agreement,  although  the  petitioner  by  an 
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allegation  towards  the  conclusion  of  his  petition  would  1842. 
wish  it  to  be  inferred,  that  such  was  the  construction  of  ^  ^^^ 
the  agreement.  But,  whether  it  was  to  cover  his  liabi*  aclean. 
lities  before  or  after  the  agreement,  the  petitioner  admits, 
that  on  the  27th  October  1840  the  balance  due  from  the 
bankrupt  was  reduced  to  the  sum  of  48/.  I8s.  6d.  So 
that  this  is  the  very  extent  of  the  damage,  which  the 
petitioner  has  sustained  by  the  bankrupt's  failure  to 
cover  his  liabilities;  although  he  has  now  the  con- 
science to  claim  a  right  of  proof  under  the  fiat  for  the 
enormous  sum  of  3870/.  "as  the  amount  of  damages 
due  to  him."  It  seems  to  me,  that  the  engagement  of 
the  bankrupt  to  *'  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  10/.  for 
cloth,  as  liquidated  penalty,"  was  intended  to  be,  as  the 
word  implies,  nothing  but  a  penalty.  Now,  as  the  Courts 
have  from  all  time  endeavoured  to  relieve  parties  from 
penalties  where  no  damage  has  been  sustained,  it  ap« 
pears  to  me  to  be  the  duty  of  this  Court  to  relieve  the 
bankrupt  and  his  estate  from  this  exorbitant  demand, 
and  to  prevent  the  petitioner  from  coming  in  competition 
with  the  bond  Jide  creditors  of  the  bankrupt.  Even  if 
the  bankrupt  could  have  proceeded  at  law  to  recover 
this  penalty,  it  is  so  unreasonable  and  unjust,  that  there 
is  no  doubt  but  that  a  Court  of  Equity  would  have  re- 
lieved  against  it  (a). 

The  Order  was,  that  the  petition  should  be  dis- 
missed, but  without  costs ;  and  that  the  costs  of 
both  parties  should  be  paid  out  of  the  estate,  the 
petitioner  undertaking  to  bring  no  action  for  the 
penalty. 

(a)  See  AttUy  v.  Weldon,  2  Bos.  &  P.  346  ;  Randal  v.  Everest,  I  Mood. 
&  M.  41 ;  Kemble  v.  Farren,  G  bing.  141  -,  Boyt  v.  Aneeli,  5  Bing.  N.  C. 
390  J  HarHum  y.  Wright,  13  East,  343. 

VOL.  II.  R  R 
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1842. 

Serjiantt'  Inn, 
May!, 

A  new  trustee 
may  be  ap* 
pointed  by  the 
Court,  in  the 
first  instance, 
under  the  6 
Geo,  4.  c.  16. 
s.  79.  without 
a  reference. 


Ex  parte  Stubbs. — In  the  matter  of  John  Vaughan 
Barber. 

XHIS  was  the  petition  of  a  party,  praying  that  he  might 
be  appointed  a  new  trustee  under  a  will|  in  the  room  of 
the  bankrupt,  and  might  be  permitted  to  prove  on  behalf 
of  the  cestui  que  trusts,  against  the  bankrupt's  estate, 
for  the  sum  of  781/. 

Mr.  Bacon,  in  support  of  the  petition,  stated  that  he 
was  furnished  with  affidavits  as  to  the  perfect  respect- 
ability of  the  petitioner,  and  that  the  bankrupt  and  all 
parties  interested  consented  to  his  appointment,  and  ap- 
proved of  him  as  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  be  selected 
for  the  office  of  trustee,  and  to  act  as  the  next  friend  for 
the  infant  cestui  que  trusts. 

Sir  John  Cross.  My  only  doubt  is,  whether  the 
Court  can  appoint  a  new  trustee  in  the  first  instance, 
without  referring  it  to  the  officer  to  approve  of  a  pro- 
per trustee  in  the  room  of  the  bankrupt,  under  the  6 
Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  79. 

Mr.  Bacon  referred  to  Ex  parte  Inkersole  (a),  where 
the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England,  after  maturely  con- 
sidering the  point,  made  a  similar  Order,  upon  being 
satisfied,  on  affidavit,  that  if  the  matter  was  referred  to 
the  Master,  the  latter  would  be  induced  to  approve  the 
person  proposed  as  a  trustee ;  and  he  therefore  thought 
that  he  might  properly  dispense  with  that  circuity,  which 
would  be  expensive  to  the  parties,  and  lead  only  to  the 
same  result. 

Sir  John  Cross,  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  cited, 

made  the 

Ordbr  as  prayed. 

(a)  2  G.  &  J.  230. 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  571 

1842. 
Ex  parte  Rumsay. — In  the  matter  of  Renny.  ^"^"^^^ 

Lincoln*  t  Inn, 
•mj-  May  11. 

iVlR.  Anderdon  applied  for  an  Order,  that  a  fiat  might  a  fiat  ordered 
issue,  upon  an  affidavit  of  the  debt  sworn  in  Scotland,  JlffidavttoFdebT 
and  submitted,   that,  although   the   terms  of  the  act,  37'"^^^*' 
6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  13(a),  would  not  have  permitted  this 
to  be  done;  Anon.{b)\  yet  that  the  recent  statute  1  &  2 
Will.  4.  c.  56.  s.  34  (c)  would  justify  the  Court  in  issuing 
a  fiat  on  such  an  affidavit. 


(a)  "  And  be  it  enacted,  that  the  petitioning  creditor  shall,  before  any  com. 
mission  be  granted,  make  an  affidavit  in  writing  before  a  Master  ordinary  or 
extraordinary  in  Chancery  (which  shall  be  filed  by  the  proper  officer),  of  the 
trutli  of  such  his  or  their  respective  debt  or  debts,  and  shall  likewise  give 
bond  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  the  penally  of  two  hundred  pounds,  to  be 
conditioned  for  proving  his  or  their  debt  or  debts,  as  well  before  the  Com- 
missioners, as  upon  any  trial  at  la^f,  is  case  the  due  issuing  forth  of  the 
commission  be  contested,  and  also  for  proving  the  party  to  have  committed 
an  act  of  bankruptcy,  at  the  time  of  taking  out  such  commission,  and  to  pro- 
ceed on  such  commission  ;  but  if  such*debt  or  debts  shall  not  be  really  due, 
or  if  after  such  commission  taken  out,  it  be  not  proved  that  the  party  had 
committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  commission, 
and  it  shall  also  appear  that  such  commission  was  taken  out  fraudulently  or 
maliciously,  the  Lord  Chancellor  shall  and  may  upon  petition  of  the  party 
or  parties,  against  whom  the  commission  was  so  taken  out,  examine  into  the 
same,  and  order  satisfaction  to  be  made  to  him  or  them,  for  the  damages  by 
him  or  them  sustained,  and  for  the  better  recovery  thereof  may  assign  such 
bond  or  bonds  to  the  party  or  parties  so  petitioning,  who  may  sue  for  the 
same  in  his  or  their  name  or  names." 

(6)  Mont.  137. 

(c)  **  And  W  it  enacted,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  creditor  to  make 
proof  of  his  debt  by  affidavit,  sworn  before  one  of  the  said  Judges  or  Commis- 
sioners, or  before  a  Master  in  Chancery  ordinary  or  extraordinary,  or  if  such 
creditor  shall  live  out  of  England,  by  affidavit  sworn  before  a  magistrate 
where  such  creditor  shall  be  residing,  and  attested  by  a  notary  public,  British 
minister,  or  consul,  subject  neveitheless  to  such  rules  and  ^orders  touching 
the  personal  attendance  of  any  creditor  to  make  such  proof  according  to  the 
existing  laws  and  practice  in  bankruptcy,  as  the  said  Court  of  Review,  with 
the  consent  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  shall  from  time  to  time  make  and  direct." 

R  r2 
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1842.  Sir  John  Cross.     If  the  question  depended  only  on 

E«  parte  ^^^  Statute  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.,  the  words  would  be  too  clear 
Ru-sAv.  j^  jgp^^j  from.  The  statute  1  &  2  Will  4.  c.  56.  may 
make  a  difference ;  but  as  this  is  the  first  instance  of  an 
application  of  this  nature,  it  requires  some  consideration. 
The  practice  has  been  for  a  petitioning  creditor,  residing 
in  Scotland,  to  come  to  England  to  make  his  affidavit. 

C'ttT.  ad.  vuU, 

Mav  12.  Sir  John  Cross  on  this  day  thought  it  better  to  lea?e 

it  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  alter  the  old  practice,  if  it 
were  to  be  altered. 

Upon  application  being  made  to  his  lordship,  accord- 
ingly, the  fiat  was  directed  to  issue. 


Ex  parte  Molyneux. — In  the  matter  of  Charles  Hum- 

Lineoln't  Inn,  BRRSTON  and  SaMUEL  FrODSHAM. 

May  11. 

Where  ihe  as-    ThE  assignees  in  this  bankruptcy  had  brought  an  ac- 

tignees  failed  .... 

ID  an  aciioD.  tion,  in  which  the  validity  of  the  fiat  was  disputed,  and 
invalidity  of  an  on  the  trial,  an  Order  of  this  Court  for  substituting  a 
taiing  a\ew  new  petitioning  creditor's  debt  was,  on  the  authority  of 
KoSiTnd  Christie  V.  Unwin(a),  held  invalid  for  not  sUting  that 
orderwl^ii"  ^^®  "^^'  ^^^^  ^^^  incurred  not  anterior  to  the  old  one ; 
Sdl'*  h^r**  *°  ^^^  *  "®^  ^"*^  ^**  ordered  on  payment  of  coats.  A 
^E£m  *^"  d  ™^^^°  ^^^  "^^  made  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in 
to  it.  ti  to  the     the  action,  that  no  application  might  be  made  to  this 

SiOMtitatioo  of  '^'^ 

Meh  debt.  with.  Court,  without  notice  to  him,  on  the  subject  of  the  sub- 

ost  ooiico  to  tiM 

i  10  Uie  stitution  of  the  new  petitioning  creditor's  debt. 

(a)  11  Ad.  &  E.  373.    See  Kx  part$  Halt,  1  M.  D.  &  D.  217. 
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Mr.  Anderdon,  in  support  of  the  motion.     In  £x        1842. 

parte  Watson  (a),  the  Court  held,  that  as  the  action  there       ^T^^^^ 
'  ^  '  Ex  parte 

had  gone  so  far  as  plea,  and  the  defendant  had  depended  Molyneux. 
upon  the  invalidity  of  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  it 
would  be  unjust  to  him  to  make  an  Order  to  substitute 
a  new  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  without  adding  ''with- 
out prejudice  to  the  action."  The  defendant  in  this  case 
ought  to  have  an  opportunity  of  attending  here,  to  pre- 
vent the  Order  from  being  drawn  up,  without  a  similar 
reservation. 

Sir  John  Cross.  Have  you  any  precedent  for  such 
an  application  ? 

Mr.  Anderdon.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  authority  for 
such  an  Order ;  but  it  would  be  in  conformity  with  the 
practice  of  all  courts  of  equity,  upon  a  proceeding  quia 
timet. 

Sir  John  Cross.  If  an  improper  Order  were  obtained 
ex  parte,  an  application  might  be  made  to  (his  Court  to 
set  it  aside. 

Mr.  Anderdon.  The  Order  would  not,  strictly  speak- 
ing, be  one,  which  the  Court  could  set  aside  for  irre- 
gularity. 

Sir  John  Cross  thought  the  Court  ought  not  to  inter- 
fere in  the  mode  suggested,  and  declined  to  make  any 
Order. 

(a)  3  M.&  A.609;  3  l>ea.  310. 
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ISift. 


Ex  parte  Alexander  Howden  and  Peter  Ainslie.— 
In  the  matter  of  Nathan  Litherland. 

Serjianti*  Inn, 

a"^  dB  bein  *  ^^^  petitioners,  who  were  insurance  brokers  and  general 
in  ptrtnenhip     agents  in  the  city  of  London,  claimed  to  be  mortgagees 

of  a  ihip.  A,      of  a  ship  named  the  "  John  Heyes,'  which  originally 

reqticitB  C.  aod 

D.  to  accept       belonged  to  and  was  registered  in  the  name  of  the  bank- 

amoantiog  rupt,  who  Carried  on  business  at  Liverpool  in  partnership 

260(W.Ton  the  ^'th  Mr.  John  Heyes,  then  residing  at  Barbadoes,  but 

I^p"i^hiJ.h^*  since  deceased.      It  appeared,  that  in  December  1838 

do%D?l'!i.^**  the  petitioners  were  instructed  to  advertize  the  ship  for 

^itiJa  bin  ®^'^  ^"  ^^^^^^  ^^  Heyes,  Litherland  &  Co.,  but  that,  it 

^'^d^th  ***i  •**^"'  being  found  impracticable  to  obtain  the  price  required, 

regiitercd  io  Heyes,  Litherland  &  Co.  requested  the  petitioner  Alex- 

their  oames, 

A,  agreeing        ander  Howden  to  allow  the  ship  to  be  registered  in  his 

that  they  may 

seU  the  ship,       name  as  a  trustee  for  them,  on  the  ground  of  the  residence 

themMlres  out    of  John  Heyes  in  the  West  Indies,  the  uncertainty  of  his 

if  hencg?«:u  *'  ''^^i  ^"^  ^'^^  necessity  there  might  be  for  disposing  of  the 

the'^wris  when     ^'^'P  ^y  J^mediate  sale.     A  bill  of  sale  was  accordingly 

becomwbank-    6*^*^'^^  ^"^   registered,  dated  the  2 1st  of  December 

bil?8a"***^db    ^^^^  purporting  to  be  an  absolute  assignment  to  Alex- 

c.  and  !>.,  who  ander  Howden  for  3300/.,  although  in  point  of  fact  no 

assume  the  sum  of  money  was  paid*  On  the  same  day  Heyes, 
ownership  of  , 

the  ship,  writing  Litherland  8l  Co.  sent  the  bill  of  sale  to  the  petitioners 
tiou  to  the         inclosed  in  a  letter,  containing  the  following  passages. 

captain  in 

command  of  her  at  the  Cape,  as  to  procuring  intermediate  and  homeward  freight,  and 
for  his  general  government  in  the  prosecution  of  a  voyage  to  various  parts  of  the  Indian 
seas,  and  back  to  London  \  and  these  directions  are  from  time  to  time  renewed.  Tl^  ship,  on 
her  arrival,  becomes  lessened  in  value,  and  C.  and  D.  have  been  put  to  expense  in  her  ncceasaxy 
disbursements.  H«U,  that  C.  and  D,  were  not  to  be  considered  as  mortgagees,  but  as  abaolme 
owners  of  the  ship ;  that  the  ship's  expenses,  therefore,  after  they  assumed  such  ownership,  most 
fall  on  them  ;  and  that  they  could  only  prove  for  the  balance  of  the  2600/.,  after  deaBCbag 
the  value  of  the  ship  at  the  time  they  first  took  on  themselves  to  act  as  owners. 

Htldt  also,  that  tne  ship,  being  the  partnership  property  of  A,  and  B.,  and  registered  in  the 
name  of  the  partnership  firm,  was  within  the  provisions  of  the  d2od  section  of  the  3  &  4 
Will,  4.  c.  55.,  the  Registry  of  Shipping  Act,  and  that  A.  had  therefore  a  right  to  deal  with 
her  as  with  any  other  partnership  property,  and  consequently  could  sell  or  mortgage  her,  with- 
out a  power  of  attorney  from  bis  partner  B. 
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**  Liverpool,  2 1  Dec.  1838.  1 842. 

"Messrs.  Howden  and  Ainsley,  London.  JT^^*"^ 

^  Ex  parte 

**  Dear  Sirs.  Howdeh 


*'  We  now  enclose  bill  of  sale  to  your  Mr.  Alexander 
Howden  o{  our  ship  John  Heyes;  and  we  think  it  would 
simplify  the  matter,  by  having  a  new  register  taken  out 
at  once  in  London  in  his  own  name,  which  will  make  the 
transfer  to  a  purchaser  more  easy;  afterwards  he  can 
send  us  a  letter  stating  that  the  vessel  is  so  held  on  our 
account;  wc  have  been  thinking  in  the  event  of  the  John 
Heyes  not  soon  meeting  a  purchaser  at  about  our  price, 
it  would  be  desirable  to  look  out  for  a  charter  for  her." 
'^  As  the  amount  of  the  John  Heyes  would  be  useful  to 
us,  owing  to  our  building  a  new  ship,  we  wish  you 
would  permit  us  to  value  on  you  for  3000/.  at  six  months 
date,  which  we  will  provide  for  when  due,  if  the  vessel  is 
not  sold  previously." 

"  Before  this  bill  becomes  due,  she  will,  unless  unsold, 
have  made  a  voyage  to  the  West  Indies  and  back,  or  some 
other  short  distance,  when  she  could  again  be  offered  for 
sale;  or  perhaps  we  might  join  you  in  owning  her,  and 
under  your  good  management  she  would  make  us  money." 

In  reply  to  this  letter,  the  petitioners  sent  to  Heyes, 
Litherland  &  Co.,  a  letter  dated  the  ^th  December 
1838,  agreeing  to  the  proposal,  but  suggesting  that  the 
ship  should  be  registered  in  the  name  of  the  firm  of  the 
petitioners.     The  letter  then  proceeded  as  follows : 

"  It  should  be  further  agreed  between  us,  that,  pro- 
vided the  *  John  Heyes'  shall,  according  to  your  propo- 
sition, be  sent  upon  a  voyage,  it  must  be  one  such  as  you 
name,  as  shall  meet  the  views  of  both  parties  satisfac- 
torily ;  for  instance,  not  to  South  Seas,  &c.,  &c. ;  that  we 
shall  receive  any  freights,  and  after  deducting  all  ex- 
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1842.  penses  and  charges  pay  the  balance  io  yoiu  We  iodude 
£s  ptrte  ^^^  usual  commission  upon  such  Toyages,  as  wdl  as  the 
premium  insurance  on  the  ship  for  35002.,  which  sum 
we  are  empowered  to  do,  as  our  security,  if  deemed 
advisable  to  cancel  that  for  4000/.,  now  in  existence. 
Should  on  such  voyage  any  loss  or  deficiency  accrue,  you 
engage  to  pay  us  the  amount  of  such  loss,  whatever  it 
may  be,  and  having  a  lien  on  the  ship  and  freight  for  any 
loss  or  claim,  for  which,  as  registered  owners  of  the  'Johm 
HeyeSf*  we  may  become  liable ;  and  it  had  better  be 
understood,  that  the  ship  under  this  agreement  proceed 
on  one  voyage  only,  unless  both  parties  agree  to  a 
second,  or  another  agreement  shall  be  entered  into 
between  us.  With  these  points  understood  between  us, 
and  that  you  keep  us  free  of  cash  advance,  as  regards  the 
bills  named,  we  shall  feel  most  happy  to  go  into  the  mat- 
ter with  you." 

Hej/es,  Litherland  k  Co.  in  reply  to  (his  letter,  sent 
the  following  to  the  petitioners: 

<*  Liverpool,  27  December  1838. 

"  Dear  Sirs.  In  reply  to  your  favor  of  yesterday's 
date,  we  have  in  the  first  place  to  state,  that  we  have  no 
objection  whatever  to  the  names  of  your  firm  being  put 
upon  the  new  register  of  *  John  Ileyes ;'  we  mentioned 
your  Mr.  H.^s  name,  only  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating 
the  transfer  when  sold,  and  quite  concur  in  the  propriety 
of  having  the  firm  instead,  for  the  reasons  you  state.  In 
the  next  place,  we  purpose  paying,  when  at  maturity,  the 
two  acceptances  for  1300/.  each ;  but,  in  the  event  of  their 
not  being  so  paid,  you  have  full  liberty  to  sell  the  'John 
Heyes\  to  provide  you  with  funds  for  the  purpose.  We 
think  it  unnecessary  to  say  anything  about  the  terms  you 
propose,  in  the  event  of  a  voyage  being  entered  into ;  as 
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a  special  agreement  can  then  be  made,  with  reference  to        I  ^*~- 
the  voyage  ;  we  also  engage  the  *  John  Heyes'  shall  not       ^^     ,^j 
proceed  on  any  voyage,  without  your  full  conc)jrrence."       ^"iHoiircr 

According  to  this  agreement,  the  ship  was  transferred 
into  the  name  of  the  petitioners'  firm  ;  and  they  accepted 
two  bills  of  exchange,  one  for  1300/.,  and  the  other  for 
1350/.,  which  they  afterwards  paid.  No  adequate  offer 
having  been  obtained  for  the  ship,  she  was  sent  on  a 
voyage  by  agreement  between  the  two  firms,  one  Captain 
Wetherell  being  appointed  the  master  on  the  petitioners' 
recommendation,  and  his  instructions  being  contained  in 
a  letter  written  by  the  bankrupt,  dated  Liverpool,  9th 
March  1839,  and  containing  the  following  passages : 

"  You  will  proceed  without  delay,  and  with  all  possi- 
ble dispatch,  to  Table  Bay,  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  and 
address  the  ship  to  Messrs.  P/iillipSf  King  &  Co.,  who 
are  large  shippers  of  her  present  cargo,  and  will  assist 
in  procuring  quick  dispatch  in  the  discharge  of  her 
cargo.  We  annex  note  of  freights  due  on  delivery  of 
the  goods  at  the  Cape,  which  you  will  please  take  care 
to  receive ;  and  as  the  parties  are  not  known  to  us,  be 
satisfied  of  payment  before  delivery  of  goods."  The 
letter  then  contained  specific  directions  as  to  chartering 
the  ship  for  intermediate  employment  at  the  Cape,  on  a 
voyage  to  India,  and  seeking  there  for  a  freight  home. 

In  pursuance  of  these  instructions  the  captain  pro* 
ceeded  to  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  and  the  ship  earned 
between  500/.  and  600/.  in  outward  freight;  upon  the 
account  of  which  the  petitioners,  at  the  request  of  the 
bankrupt,  accepted  a  bill  for  500/.,  and  also  paid  various 
sums  on  account  of  outfit,  insurance,  and  other  expenses* 

In  June  1839,  accounts  were  received  of  the  death  of 
Mr.  Hey 68  at  Barbadoes,  and  on  the  10th  of  June  1839, 
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1842.        the  fiat  issued.    According  to  the  petitioners'  statements, 
Ex  narte       ^^^^  applied  to  the  assignees  to  come  to  some  arrange- 
andT'^tb'       mcnt  respecting  the  ship;  but  none  being  eflfected,  the 
petitioners  addressed  to  Captain  Wetherell  a  letter  con- 
taining the  following  passages : 

"  no,  Feochnreh  Street,  ISth  Jaly  1839. 
"  Dear  Sir, 

**  Independent  of  a  reference  to  the  register  of  the 
John  Heyesy  you  are  aware  we  are  the  sole  owners  of 
this  ship  under  your  command,  and  beg  to  hand  you  our 
instructions,  to  supersede  those  received  and  signed  by 
Messrs.  Heyes,  Litherland  &  Co.,  who  have  become 
bankrupt,  and  are  in  the  Gazette;  and  what  we  now 
write,  you  will  understand,  altogether  supersedes  any 
prior  instructions  you  may  have  received  from  any 
quarter  respecting  the  vessel."  '*  Our  expectation  is, 
that,  on  your  arrival  at  the  Mauritius,  which  probably 
would  be  in  July,  the  sugars  were  not  shipped  for  Heyes 
8c  Co.'s  account,  but  that  you  will  have  proceeded  upon 
an  intermediate  trip,  purposing  to  return  to  the  Mauri- 
tius, where  you  will  arrive  some  time  in  October  or 
November ;  this  intermediate  freight  belongs  to  us,  as 
well  on  any  other  freights  made  since  you  left  the  Cape ; 
and,  after  disbursing  the  ship,  remit  through  Messrs. 
Blythe,  Brothers  &  Co.  to  us  the  balance.**  "  As  to 
your  ftiture  proceedings,  Messrs.  Blythe  k  Co.  will  en* 
deavour  to  procure  a  freight  to  London.*'  The  letter 
then  contained  very  specific  directions  as  to  procuring 
intermediate  and  homeward  firdght. 

On  the  15th  of  July,  two  days  after  the  above  letter 
was  written,  the  petitioner  sent  another  letter  to  Captain 
Wetherell,  containing  a  duplicate  of  the  above,  with  a 
postcript,   giving   further   directions   as   to  procuring 
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intermediate  and  homeward  freight;  and,  on  the  17th  of        1842. 
October  1839,  they  wrote  him  further  instructions  on       ex  parte 
that  subject.     In  November  1839,  the  bankrupt  received    ^*^^oS«r. 
a  letter  from  the  captain,  and  handed  it  over  to  the  soli- 
citors of  the  assignees.     The  letter  was   dated  11th 
September   1839,  and  stated,  that  after  a  passage  of 
twenty-four  days  from  the  Cape  the  ship  had  arrived  at 
the  Mauritius,  and  that  the  captain  had  been  advised,  as 
the  sugar  would  be  in  late,  to  proceed  to  Madras  and 
Calcutta,  and  that  then  he  would  be  in  time  for  the  crops. 

In  January  1840,  the  bankrupt  received  another  letter 
from  the  captain,  dated  Madras  roads,  8th  October 
1839,  giving  a  further  account  of  his  proceedings  ; 
which  he  also  handed  over  to  the  solicitor  of  the  as- 
signees. 

On  the  4th  of  January  1840,  the  petitioners  sent  a 
latter  to  the  captain,  which,  after  referring  to  their 
former  letters,  contained  further  directions  as  to  pro- 
curing freight,  and  the  management  of  the  ship,  and 
desiring  him  not  to  write  to  other  people  about  his 
freights  and  remittances. 

In  April  1840,  the  bankrupt  received  from  Captain 
Wetkerell  a  letter,  dated,  Calcutta,  Febniary  14th  1840, 
containing  the  following  passage, — "  I  was  much  sur- 
prised to  find,  on  my  arrival  here,  the  change  that,  had 
taken  place  since  my  departure  from  England,  the  John 
Heyes  now.  being  the  property  of  Messrs.  Howden  and 
Ainslie,  of  London.  I  have  made  my  first  remittance, 
according  to  their  instructions,  to  them.  I  am  now  load- 
ing for  Mauritius,  and  the  ship  continues  to  hold  her 
good  name  in  Calcutta." 

On  the  4th  of  May  1840,  the  petitioners  wrote  again 
to  the  captain,  in  reference  to  his  last  letter  to  the  bank- 
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1842.        nipt,  giving  him  fresh  instructions,  as  registered  owners, 

^^^^       for  his  government  as  to  procuring  freight,  and  other 

HowDKN       matters  connected  with  the  ship, 
and  another. 

In   November   1841,  the  petitioners  mortgaged  the 

ship,  to  raise  money  for  payment  of  their  expenses.  They 
had  applied  to  the  Commissioners  for  leave  to  enter  a 
claim,  until  the  security  could  be  realized,  and  the  ba- 
lance should  be  ascertained,  which  might  remain  due 
after  the  proceeds  had  been  applied  in  reduction  of  the 
debt ;  but  the  Commissioners  declined  giving  such  per- 
mission. One  dividend  of  5$.  in  the  pound  had  been 
paid,  and  another  dividend  was  advertised  for  the  19th 
instant.  The  present  petition  was  for  a  sale  of  the  ship, 
and  application  of  the  proceeds,  in  the  first  place,  in 
payment  of  charges  and  expenses  incurred  by  the  peti- 
tioners, with  reference  to  the  ship,  since  the  fiat  was 
issued ;  and  then  in  payment  of  the  debt  due  to  the  peti- 
tioners on  the  general  account,  and  for  leave  to  prove  for 
the  remainder  of  the  debt. 

The  assignees  alleged,  that,  instead  of  the  ship  being 
brought  home  direct  from  Calcutta,  as  originally  intended, 
she  had  been  employed  for  a  considerable  period  in  the 
East  Indies;  and  that  it  was  not  until  the  early  part  of 
February  1840,  that  she  reached  Calcutta.  That  on  the 
23d  of  April  1840,  she  sailed  from  Calcutta,  with  a  cargo  of 
goods,  supposed  for  Madras.  That  in  September  1840, 
she  arrived  in  Calcutta,  from  Madras,  with  a  cargo  of 
goods.  That  in  January  1841,  she  cleared  for  the 
Mauritius  from  Calcutta,  with  a  cargo  of  goods.  That  in 
March  1841,  she  arrived  again  at  Calcutta  from  the  Mau- 
ritius, in  ballast;  and  that,  on  the  27  th  of  April  1841, 
she  cleared  from  Calcutta,  with  a  cargo  of  sugar,  and 
was  reported  in  London   on  the  12th  October  1841. 
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That  by  such  intermediate  employment,  the  ship  was        1842. 
detained  upon  her  voyage  for  a  period  of  twelve  months       ^Jf^e 
at  the  least,  having  during  the  whole  of  that  time,  and      5?^'*'k 
in  fact  since  the  month  of  February  1840,  sailed  under 
the  control  and  intermediate  instructions  of  the  petition* 
ers;   and  that  such  had  been  the  depreciation  in  the 
value  of  shipping  during  the  last  twelve  months,  that, 
although  2800/.   was   offered  for  the  ship   before   her 
departure  from  England,  she  would  not  now  produce,  on 
a  sale,  more  than  900Z.  or  1000/.,  at  the  utmost. 

According  to  the  statements  in  the  petition,  the  bill  of 
sale  of  the  ship  to  the  petitioners  was  executed  by  the 
bankrupt,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  his  partner,  under  a 
power  of  attorney  from  the  latter  for  that  purpose ;  but 
the  power  of  attorney  was  not  forthcoming ;  and  one  of 
the  questions  argued  was,  whether,  independently  of  the 
express  power  of  attorney,  the  bill  of  sale  was  not  suffi* 
ciently  supported  by  the  general  authority  which  the 
bankrupt  had  as  partner.  Another  question  was,  whe- 
ther, as  the  petitioners  were  registered  as  absolute  owners 
of  the  ship,  they  could  claim  in  the  character  of  mort- 
gagees, having  regard  to  the  Registry  Acts.  A  third 
question  turned  upon  the  conduct  of  the  petitioners  after 
the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  which,  it  was  contended,  amounted 
to  such  an  assumption  of  ownership  as  to  preclude  the 
petitioners  from  saying  that  the  ship  was  merely  a  secu- 
rity, or,  at  all  events,  such  as  to  render  them  liable  for 
the  losses  and  damages  which  had  accrued  since  they 
took  upon  themselves  to  act  as  owners. 

Mr.  Woody  for  the  petition.  As  to  the  first  point, — the 
general  authority  of  a  partner  enables  him  effectually  to 
dispose  of  the  partnership  property,  such  as  this  ship 
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1S42.  was  in  the  present  case.  With  rqpurd  to  the  teeond 
^^^  qoettion, — the  recent  case  of  Lamgicm  v.  HarUm  (a)  k  an 
HowDEfi  authority  to  show,  that  a  party,  though  legistered  as  ab- 
solute  owner,  may  nevertheless  hold  as  mortgagee ;  but  it 
is  not  necessary  to  go  so  far,  as  the  agreement  was  not  to 
hold  as  mortgagee,  but  to  sell  and  apply  the  proceeds  in 
payment  or  reduction  of  the  debt  in  respect  of  the 
acceptances,— an  agreement  not  affected  by  the  Ship  Re- 
gistry Acts  ;  Prouting  v.  HammaiuHb).  And  as  to  the 
assumption  of  the  management  and  control  of  the  ship,-- 
the  instructions  sent  out  by  the  petitioners  did  not  difier 
in  any  material  respect  from  those  previously  furnished ; 
the  destination  of  the  ship  was  not  changed;  all  the 
petitioners  did,  was  to  urge  the  captain  to  return  home 
as  soon  as  possible,  so  as  to  put  an  end  to  the  legal 
liabilities,  to  which  the  petitioners  were  subject  as 
registered  owners  of  the  ship.  The  case  is  like  that  of 
a  colliery,  or  any  other  property,  in  which  some  act  is 
necessary  to  be  done,  to  prevent  depreciation.  If  there 
were  a  mortgagee  in  possession  of  a  colliery,  he  would 
be  entitled  to  work  it ;  such  a  proceeding  being  neces- 
sary for  the  preservation  of  the  property;  and  he  would 
be  entitled  to  add  any  loss,  which  he  might  thereby  incur, 
to  his  debt 

Mr.  Anderdon,  for  the  assignees.  As  to  the  first 
point, — supposing  the  general  authority  of  the  bank- 
rupt, as  partner,  would  have  enabled  him  to  sell  Mr. 
Heyes's  share  in  the  ship,  this  is  a  power  which  he  could 
not  devolve  upon  another,  the  rule  being  ^^delegahu  nom 
potest  delegare."  A  power  to  sell  would  not  be  well 
executed,  by  assigning  to  another  for  the  purpose  of  sale. 

(•)  6  Jar.  356  tod  594.  (»)  8  Tint,  i 
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But  it  would  be  difficult  to  prove  the  existence  of  such 
a  power  to  dispose  of  a  ship,  which  cannot  be  regarded 
as  stock  in  trade. 

As  to  the  registry,  the  case  of  Langton  v.  Horton 
seems  certainly  at  variance  with  the  other  authorities ; 
but  it  is  understood  to  be  now  under  appeal,  and  cannot, 
until  affirmed,  be  considered  as  overruling  the  former 
decisions  which  have  settled  the  law  upon  this  subject; 
Battersby  v.  Smyth  (a),  Brewster  v.  Clarke  (b),  Mestaer 
V.  Gillespie  (c) 9  Davenport  v.  Whitmare(d),  Slater  v. 
Willis  {e).  [Sir  J.  Cross.  Does  a  direction  to  sell,  and  pay 
over  part  of  the  proceeds  to  another,  constitute  a  mort- 
gage, so  as  to  contravene  the  act  of  parliament  ?]  It 
amounts  to  the  same  thing  as  a  mortgage,  when  the  agree- 
ment is  not  for  an  immediate  and  absolute  sale,  but  for 
a  sale  contingent  upon  non-payment  of  a  debt. 

As  to  the  last  point.  In  the  inception  of  the  voyage, 
it  was  to  be  at  the  risk  of  the  bankrupt;  but  afterwards 
the  petitioners  gave  directions  as  to  the  destination  of 
the  ship,  and  must  bear  the  loss  arising  from  their  own 
speculation  and  management.  By  mortgaging  the  ship, 
they  showed  their  intention  of  adopting  the  character  of 
absolute  owners.  It  is  said,  that  the  assignees  have  an 
equity  of  redemption ;  but  they  claim  no  such  right,  and 
insist  that  the  petitioners  are  absolute  owners.  He  also 
cited  Helme  v.  Smith  (/) 


1842. 
£x  parte 

HOWDEN 

and  another. 


Sir  John  Cross.  By  the  Registry  Act  (^r),  any  num- 
ber of  persons,  being  partners  in  trade,  are  empowered 
to  hold  a  ship  as  owners  in  the  name  of  the  partnership, 
without  distinguishing  the  proportionate  interest  of  each 


(a)  3  Mad.  110. 
{h)  2  Mer.  176. 
(c)  U  Ves.  636. 


(d)2M.&  Cr.  177. 
(0  I  Bea.  354. 


(/)  7  Biog.  714. 
(g)3&4Tr.4.c.56.s.  32. 


^ 
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1842.  owner ;  and  the  act  provides  that  the  ship  shall  be  taken 
Es  ptn«  ^  ^  partnership  property,  to  all  intents  and  purposes. 
»Jd  alLMl^.  Now  this  ship  was  registered  by  Liikerlamd  ic  Co.,  as 
partnership  property.  The  case  therefore  fidla  within 
the  32d  section  of  the  act,  and  the  vesael  moat  be  eon- 
sidered  in  the  same  way  as  other  partnership  goods  and 
chattels.  Litherland  had  therefore  unquestionably  a 
right  to  mortgage  or  sell  the  ship,  as  he  thought  was  most 
for  the  interest  of  the  partnership,  without  any  power  of 
attorney  for  that  purpose.  As  the  assignees  disclaim  all 
interest  in  the  ship,  it  is  difficult  to  know  how  to  deal 
with  the  rest  of  the  case ;  but  I  will  consider  the  autho- 
rities which  have  been  cited,  and  will  say  if  it  appears 
to  me  necessary  to  call  for  a  reply. 

tfay  28.  Sir  John  Cross  said,  it  would  be  more  satisfieictory  to 

hear  the  reply  in  this  case,  observing  that  the  material 
question  was,  whether  the  petitioners  were  the  owners  of 
the  ship  in  the  year  1840. 

Mr.  Woodf  m  reply.  The  petitioners  were  not  the 
owners,  but  only  the  mortgagees  in  possession.  They 
merely  thought  it  expedient  to  take  under  their  own  con- 
trol their  own  security.  How  can  the  contract  between 
the  parties  be  clianged,  and  convert  the  mortgagee  of 
the  ship  into  a  purchaser?  [Sir  John  Crass^  You  are 
not  simply  mortgagees  ;  for  you  had  a  power  to  aell  the 
ship,  in  case  either  of  the  bills  should  not  be  paid.]  A 
mortgagee,  with  a  power  of  sale,  cannot  himaelf  be  a 
purchaser  of  the  mortgaged  property.  It  is  no  reason 
because  the  petitioners  gave  directions  to  the  captain  of 
the  ship,  and  endeavoured  to  make  the  most  of  tbeir 
security,  that  they  are  to  be  considered  as  the  purcbaaers 
of  the  vessel. 
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Sir  John  Cross.  In  this  case,  the  bankrupt  was 
desirous  of  selling  the  ship  in  question,  but,  not  being 
able  to  obtain  the  price  he  required  for  the  vessel,  it 
was  arranged  that  the  petitioners  should  advance  the 
sum  of  2600Z.  to  him,  in  consideration  of  the  ship  being 
registered  in  the  names  of  the  petitioners,  and  a  power 
being  given  them  to  sell  the  ship,  in  order  to  secure  the 
repayment  of  the  money  so  advanced.  In  pursuance 
of  this  agreement,  a  regular  bill  of  sale  was  executed 
by  the  bankrupt  to  the  petitioners,  and  the  ship  was 
registered  in  the  names  of  the  petitioners,  as  the  owners. 
They  were,  therefore,  complete  owners  of  the  vessel, 
subject  only  to  the  liability  to  account  to  the  bankrupts 
for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  The  ship  not  being  sold, 
she  was  sent  out  on  a  voyage  to  the  Cape,  under  the 
agency  of  these  petitioners.  In  June  following  a  fiat 
was  issued  against  the  bankrupt,  the  petitioners  having 
previously  taken  up  the  two  bills  for  1300/.  each,  which 
they  had  accepted  for  the  bankrupt  on  the  security  of 
the  ship.  It  appears,  that  the  petitioners  then  en- 
deavoured to  come  to  some  arrangement  with  the  assig- 
nees in  regard  to  the  ship,  but,  not  being  able  to  do  so, 
they  sent  a  letter  to  the  captain,  dated  the  13th  July 
1839,  stating  that  they  were  the  sole  owners  of  the  ship, 
and  that  the  instructions,  which  they  then  sent  him  in  re- 
gard to  the  management  of  the  ship,  were  to  supersede 
those  which  had  been  previously  transmitted  to  him  from 
the  bankrupt,  and  they  added,  ^'that  the  intermediate 
freight,  as  well  as  any  other  freights  since  he  left  the 
Cape,  belonged  to  them."  This  letter,  it  appears,  he 
duly  received ;  for  in  April  1840  the  bankrupt  received 
from  him  a  letter,  dated  from  Calcutta,  in  which  he  says, 
"  I  have  made  my  first  remittance  to  Messrs,  Hotpdeii 

VOL.  II.  s  s 


184^. 
Ex  parte 

HUWDBN 

and  another. 
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1842.  and  Aimslofj  aocordiog  to  their  insdnctions.'*  In  May 
^"^  following  the  petitioners  again  wrote  to  the  captain, 
^•^^  giving  him  firesh  instructions,  as  the  roistered  owners  of 
the  vessel.  This  letter  he  received  in  the  latter  part  of 
I8i0.  Under  all  these  circomstances  it  seems  to  me, 
thai  the  petitioners  took  npon  themselves  the  entire 
dominion  of  the  ship,  and  assumed  the  whole  piopeity 
in  her  as  the  absolute  owners,  befere  the  ship  was  even 
prepared  for  her  homeward  voyage.  It  has  been  said, 
diat  all  this  has  been  done,  with  the  coneurrmoe  of  the 
asngnees ;  but  the  petitioners,  in  their  letter  to  the  cap- 
tain of  the  4th  January  1840,  give  him  a  positive  in- 
junction not  to  communicate  with  any  other  persons  but 
themselves,  about  his  fireights  and  remittances.  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  petitioners  have  taken  to  the  ship,  as 
owners,  and  that  they  must  be  considered  as  such 
owners  from  the  time  when  they  declared  themsdves  to 
be  so  to  the  captain  in  July  1840.  The  nominal  price 
of  the  ship  in  December  1838,  when  the  bill  of  sale  was 
executed  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  petitioner  Howden,  was 
SSOO/. ;  but  it  appears,  that  he  would  not  then  advance 
on  it  more  than  S600/.  Whatever  expenses  have  been 
incurred  relating  to  the  ship  since  July  1840  must  fidl 
upon  the  petitioners.  The  proper  Order,  therefore,  will 
be,  that  the  petitioners  are  entitled  to  go  in  and  prove 
for  the  sum  of  S600/.,  subject  to  be  reduced  by  the 
Tslueof  the  ship  in  1840,  when  they  assumed  the  owner- 
ship of  her  at  the  Cape.  And  let  the  costs  of  both 
parties  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 


^ 


Note:— It  was  afterwards  arranged  between  die 
parties,  that  the  petitioners  should  retain  the  ship, 
and  prove  for  1000/. 
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1842. 

Ex  parte  Abel  Smith  and  others. — In  the  matter  of 

Henry  Hildyard  and  Robert  Hildyard.  Serjeant^  inn, 

May  26. 

This  was  a  petition  for  the  usual  Order  in  the  case  of  "^^  ^^^^^  ^ 

equitable  sub- 

an  equitable  mortgage  by  deposit  of  deeds,  the  peti-  mortgage  hj  re- 
tioners  being  bankers,  and  the  deposit  being  accompanied  onginaHy  depo- 
by  a  written  memorandum,  stating  the  object  of  the  de-  equiub^e^moru 
posit  to  be  to  secure  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  the  nec^Miy'u»^ 
petitioners  might  from  time  to  time  advance  to  the  bank-  moran'd'i^a"!' 
rupts,  in  account  current  with  the  petitioners.  Part  of  fiJJJ^^^on® 
the  deposited  documents  were  title  deeds  of  property,  of  ^^^^^  ^*th^' 
which  the  bankrupts  themselves  were  legal  mortxraffees.  ^^^' 

*  ^  ^  ^  A  trustee  of  a 

The  remainder  of  the  documents  had  been  deposited  mortgage  debt 

*^  for  himself  and 

With  the  bankrupts  by  way  of  equitable  mortgage,  with  an  anouiunt, 

deposits  the  tiUe 

a  written  memorandum.    This  memorandum  was  not  deedstosecurea 

,.,.,,  ....  1  o    t  .  debt  of  his  own, 

deposited  with  the  petitioners ;  and  one  ot  the  questions  and  becomes 

now  to  be  decided  was,  whether,  in  consequence  of  that  thatt'heassig-  ' 

omission,  any  valid  lien  was  created  by  this  re-deposit  of  succeaafully  op- 

the  deeds,  unaccompanied  by  the  written  memorandum  ^^  on^Ms^* 

given  upon  the  original  deposit.     The  sum  secured  by  jjjji^  qHct 

the  original  deposit  had,  in  fact,  been  received  by  the  •**  equitable 

petitioners,  and  applied  in  reduction  of  their  debt ;  and   .  The  expres- 

f  '  xrr  sion"iiuiyad- 

the  question  of  their  right  so  to  receive  and  apply  it  vance,"  in  the 

,     .  -  .       ,    .  ,     ,        written  me- 

was  discussed,  in  consequence  of  its  being  urged  that  morandumac- 

they  ought  to  refund  it,  if  they  were  permitted  to  realize  equiubie^^ortu 

any  thing  upon  the  other  documents  deposited  with  S^^^^^e- 

- 1  ^^  vent  the  deposit 

*nem.  from  being  JT 

But  these  other  documents,  which  belonged  to  the  ^^^J^'^^^ 
bankrupts  as  legal  mortgagees,  were  also  subject  to  a 
question;  for,  before  they  were  deposited  by  the  bankrupts 
with  the  petitioners,  the  mortgage  debt  secured  on  the 
property  comprised  in  them  had  been  transferred,  and 

ssS 
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1842.  the  property  itself  had  been  conveyed  upon  tnut  to 
Rz  parte  secure  an  annuity  payable  by  the  bankruptSi  and  one  of 
aod'oth'en  ^^^  bankrupts  was  one  of  the  trustees  of  this  deed,  the 
annuitant  being  the  other.  It  was  now  objected  by  the 
assignees,  that  the  deposit  by  the  bankrupt  of  documeots 
which  he  held  as  trustee,  to  secure  his  own  debt,  thus 
placing  the  title  deeds  of  the  trust  property  out  of  his 
control,  was  a  breach  of  trust,  by  which  the  petitioners 
could  acquire  no  lien,  or  at  all  events  no  lien  of  a  suffi- 
ciently clear  and  indisputable  character,  to  enable  the 
Court  to  deal  with  it  in  this  summary  way.  The  annuitant, 
it  was  contended  also,  ought  to  have  been  served  with 
the  petition  ;  the  Court  not  being  in  the  habit  of  making 
the  Order  now  sought^  in  the  absence  of  those  who  have 
a  prior  claim  to  the  petitioners  on  the  deposited  securities. 
A  third  question  was,  whether,  as  the  memorandum 
expressed  that  the  security  was  for  sums  which  the 
petitioners  *'may  advance,''  it  could  extend  to  sums 
already  due  at  the  date  of  the  memorandum. 

Mr.  Bacon^  for  the  petition. 

Mr.  Keene,  and  Mr.  Holt,  for  the  assignees. 

Sir  John  Cross  did  not  consider  it  necessary  to 
deposit  the  written  memorandum  given  on  the  original 
deposit,  when  deeds  were  re-deposited  by  way  of  sub- 
mortgage ;  and  was  of  opinion,  as  to  the  second  point  in 
question,  that  as  the  deposit  would  not  affect  the  annui- 
tant's interest,  the  lien  created  thereby  not  extending  be- 
yond the  interest  which  the  party  making  the  deposit  had 
in  the  property  comprised  in  the  deeds,  the  Court  could 
not,  in  the  absence  of  authority,  and  at  the  instance  of  the 


Smith 
and  others. 
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assignees,  set  aside  the  claim  of  the  petitioners,  nor        1848. 
require  them  to  serve  a  prior  incumbrancer  with  the       Expane 
petition.     With  respect  to  the  last  point,  his  Honour 
considered  that  the  question  as  to  the  use  in  the  memo* 
randum  of  future  words  only,  had  already  been  decided  (a). 

Ordered  as  prayed. 

(a)  See  Ex  parte  FarUy,  1  Mont  Deac.  &  D.  683. 


Ex  parte  William  Grundy. — In  the  matter  of  William 

Grundy.  S^eanU^  inn, 

_  May  27. 

1  HIS  was  the  petition  of  the  bankrupt  to  annul  the  fiat,  a  trader, against 
for  want  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  that  relied  on  by  the  uaued,  can- 
assignees  being,  the  absence  of  the  bankrupt  from  his  ^^l^r  indm-' 
accustomed  place  in  the  exchange  at  Liverpool.  choice  of  assig- 

The  assignees  also  relied  upon  acts  of  acquiescence  in  J^j^^a  on* 
the  fiat,on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt,  as  precluding  him  from  ^*^J[  ^^^  ^^' 

petitioning  to  annul.     It  appeared,  that  he  had  requested  chase  of  a  part 

of  the  estate 
several  of  his  creditors  to  be  present  at  the  meeting  for  from  theassig- 

the  choice  of  assignees,  and  to  vote  in  such  choice  for  that  these  were 

two  individuals  whom  he  recommended.    And  further,  acquiescence 

that  he  had,  on  behalf  of  a  relative,  entered  into  a  nego-  prevent  his suc- 

ciation  with  one  of  ihe  assignees  for  the  purchase  of  petition  to 

warehouse  fixtures  and  office  furniture,  forming  part  of  J^J^ailigi^"  do 

the  esUte ;  which  purchase  was  completed,  the  bankrupt  ^^J^^Jih*  he  "^^ 

having,  by  the  authority  of  the  assignees,  made   the  ^°""'^°5jj°[. 

necessary  arrangements  with  the  messenger  for  the  jale.  ruptcy. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  for  the  petition. 

Mr.  BacoHf  for  the  assignees. 
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1842.  Sir  JoBN  Cross.    This  is  an  application  to  annul 

BBMiit  ^^  ^>  '^^  ^^  bankrupt  rests  his  case  upon  tlie 
GawBT.  question,  whether  a  distinct  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been 
to  day  proved  to  have  been  committed  on  the  part 
ot  the  petitioner.  The  only  etidence,  which  has  been 
brought  before  this  Court,  relates  to  the  bankrupt's 
absence  from  his  usual  place  of  business ;  but  that  by 
itself  would  be  no  act  of  bankruptcy,  it  being  neces- 
sary to  show,  in  addition  to  this,  that  the  absenting  was 
with  the  intent  to  defeat  and  delay  the  creditors ;  and  in 
this  case  it  seems  that  the  Commissioners,  upon  such 
evidence  as  was  produced  before  them,  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  such  was  the  intent.  The  evidence  now 
adduced  does  not  entirely  and  inevitably  lead  me  to  the 
same  conclusion,  being,  as  it  seems  to  me,  imperfect  as 
regards  the  intention.  But  this  is  not  the  only  question. 
The  question  here  is,  whether  the  Court  will  exercise  its 
discretionary  power  of  annulling  all  the  proceedings,  on 
the  application  of  the  bankrupt,  simply  on  accoont  of 
some  doubt  as  to  the  evidence  respecting  the  act  of  bank- 
mptcy.  The  Court  must  look  to  other  circumstances. 
It  appears,  that,  instead  of  protesting  against  the  fiat,  the 
petitioner  was  actively  employing  himself  as  a  canvasser 
in  the  choice  of  assignees,  and  to  that  extent  therefore 
was  dealing  with  the  fiat  as  a  lawful  proceeding.  But 
that  is  not  all  $  a  relation  of  the  bankrupt's  wishing  to 
buy  firom  the  assignees  part  of  the  property  takm  by 
them  under  the  bankruptcy,  the  bankrupt  himself  became 
the  medium  of  negociating  this  business  on  behalf  of  his 
kinsman,  as  the  purchaser  from  the  assignees.  What  is 
the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  these  circnmshmccn  ? 
Why  that  the  bankrupt  acknowledged  the  title  ai  the 
assignees  to  his  effects  to  be  good,  and  acquieaoed  in  the 


n 
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proceedings;   and  under  these  circumstances,  without  184^. 

saying  that  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  sufficient^  I  think  ^    ^ 

the  bankrupt  has  so  dealt  with  the  fiat^  that  he  is  not  Grumdt. 
now  entitled  to  call  on  the  Court  to  supersede  it. 

Petition  dismissed. 


Ex  parte  James  Bentley^  John  Tindal  Harris^  and 
James  Dixon.—- In  the  matter  of  Frederick  Thomas 

WiTQT Serjeant*s  Inn, 

^'  ^^^'  May  28  and 

rry  June  20. 

IHIS  was  the  petition  of  mortgagees  of  part  of  the  a  lessee  erecu 
bankrupt's  estate,  to  have  it  declared  that  they  were  en-  ^j^y  attached 
titled,  by  virtue  of  their  security,  to  certain  coke  ovens  but  remoJeaWe 
and  other  erections  upon  the  mortgaged  premises.  The  "i^nd^Jhe**^"" 
bankrupt  was  lessee  of  the  premises  in  question,  which  jjgn^j^;^-/^^ 
were  situated  upon  Commercial  Wharf,  under  a  lease  for  ^^«  premiiei  by 

way  of  demise, 

twenty-one  years  from  the  10th  of  June  1840,  with  a  by  the  same 

desciiptioD  as 

proviso,  empowering  him  to  erect  one  or  more  coke  oven  that  in  the  lease, 

.  and  without  re- 

or  coke  ovens  on  the  premises,  and  to  use  the  same,  feniogtothe 
with  the  coke  ovens  already  erected,  for  making  coke,  the  sum  secured 
By  an  indenture  of  the  24th  of  September  1841,  the  balance,  UmitS 
bankrupt  mortgaged  by  demise  the  premises  to  the  peti-  greateMhan\he 
tioners,  by  the  following  description,  "  All  and  several,  bi^JJ^h'wiuf- 
the  barge  houses,  piece  or  parcel  of  land,  messuages  or  ??^^*  fixtures. 
tenements,  and  all  the  other  premises,  demised  by  or  bankrupt.  Held, 

,         ,  that  the  mort- 

comprised  in  the  hereinbefore  recited  indenture  of  lease,  gagee  was  en- 

tilled  to  the 

and  which  in  the  same  lease  are  described  as  follows,  &c.    fixtures. 
And  then  followed  a  copy  verbatim  of  the  description 
of  the  parcels  from  the  lease.     The  mortgage  was  for 
625/.  10^.  6{/.,  and  such  other  sums  as  the  bankrupt 
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184:}.  might  owe  to  the  petkioQcrs,  not  exceedtog  £00(M»  iin  the 
^^"^  whok*  Between  the  execution  of  the  lease  and  of  the 
Bnrr^  mortgage,  the  bankrupt  had  erected  on  the  prenHsesy  for 
the  purposes  of  trade,  certiJn  ovens  for  the  {nneparatioa 
of  eckitt  with  a  chamney  shaft,  and  other  ereodons 
and  implements  connected  therewith^  the  oteos  being 
buildings  mainly  formed  of  ooncreley  and  deeply  sunk 
into  the  earth,  without  exeatating  whidi,  thqr  could 
not  be  removed.  As  between  the  baidcrupt  and  his 
landlord,  however,  ihey  were  removeable  by  the  former 
as  trade  fixtures* 

Previously  to  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  the  baidcnqpt  had 
ageed  to  sell  the  premises,  together  with  the  coke  ovens 
and  other  erfctkm  theieon,  for  lJD01,beii«  lOOOL  for 
the  premises,  and  9Q0L  for  the  ovens  and  erectioos. 
This  contract vras sanctioned  hf  the  CommissMMien;  and 
the  conveyances  having  been  prqiared,  the  puvdmaer 
was  ready  to  pay  over  the  purchase  money,  so  soon  as 
it  should  be  aacotained  to  vrhom  it  w<Nild  be  properly 
payable.  The  money  due  upon  the  moitgag^y  on  the 
1st  ofJanuaryl84S,  vras  405R  14«.M.;  andtfaeqnes- 
tioo  now  raised  was,  whether  the  petitioners,  or  dK 
were  entitled  to  the  SOOLj  being  the 
of  the  ovens  and  sections. 


Mr.  Spemet^  and  Mr.  HmU^  for  the  petition, 
Stortr  V.  Hwmter  (a),  ExparU  BroadKmdih\  JEk  parte 
JSmg  (c),  Wynne  v.  /i^My  (cf),  heard  before  Sir  .^iia 
Cnwf  on  the  northern  circuit ;  Bogddl  v.  JtMirhmti  ^^e> 
H^rme  v.  Barhtr{f\  LawUm  v.  Ltmimiji),  tbiiani 

(«)  SB.  &C.S6B.  (0  lCM,SiR.I77^aiyuJDa. 

{b)  1  1I.D.&D.6S1.  C^)9Emr.«&. 

(0  1  11.  D.  &  D.  119.  U)  S  AliL.  IS. 
(d)  SB.IiAld.eS&. 


*i 
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V.   Bagshawe{a\    Trappes    v.   Harter{b),    Ex  parte        I8i:i. 
Lhyd{c),  Lyde  v.  Russell  (d),  Clarke  v.  Crawnshaw{e),       ^"^ . 
Longstaff  v.  Meagoe (/),  Ex  parte  Broadwood(g).  Bentliy 

Mr.  Anderdon^  and  Mr.  Hardy^  for  tlie  assignees. 
Nothing  more  was  comprised  in  the  mortgage  deed  than 
in  the  lease ;  this  is  clear  from  the  terms  of  the  latter 
instrument^  which  is  merely  an  underlease  of  what  was 
demised  to  the  mortgagor.  Now  the  coke  ovens  do  not 
fall  within  this  description,  nor  could  in  fact  be  in  any 
manner  claimed  by  the  landlord,  being  fixlures,  which 
by  the  custom  and  for  the  convenience  of  trade  are 
removeable  by  the  tenant.  To  hold  otherwise,  would 
be  to  place  a  most  inconvenient  restriction  on  a  trader, 
who  has  mortgaged  the  trade  premises ;  for  he  would  not 
be  able^  according  to  such  a  doctrine,  to  set  up  any  trade 
fixture  and  to  remove  it  again,  as  the  exigencies  of  his 
business  required,  on  account  of  the  mortgagee's  being 
allowed  to  exercise  a  dominion  and  control,  of  which  it 
has  been  thought  expedient  to  deprive  the  landlord  him- 
self for  the  benefit  of  trade.  Suppose  the  case  of  a 
nurseryman ;  if  the  principle  contended  for  be  correct,  he 
would  not  be  at  liberty  to  remove,  without  the  consent 
of  his  mortgagee,  the  young  trees  which  he  had  planted 
for  the  sake  of  selling  them. 


(a)  4  Sim.  326. 

ij>)  3  Cr.  U  Mee.  153;  3  Tjr.  603. 

(0  1  M.  &  A.  494 ;  3  Dea.  &  Ch.  766. 

id)  1  Bani.  &  Adol.  394. 

(«)  3  Btrn.  U  Adol.  804. 

(/)  2  Adol.  &  £1.  167. 

(g)  1  M.  D.&.  D.  631.  And  see  Mr.  Commissioner  Holroyd'i  judgmeot 
in  Ex  paru  Reynel,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  443,  where  tbe  authorities  are  collected, 
and  (he  subject  fully  discussed. 
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1842.  In  Siarerv.  Hunter  (a) f  the  engines  and  machinery 

^^""^  were  demised  with  the  colliery,  and  formed  part  of  Ae 
Bbntliy  freehold ;  and  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  in  his  judgmeDt 
expressly  says,  that  '*  the  terms  of  the  lease  manifesdy 
showed  that  the  lessee  nerer  had  the  abMriate  ownership 
of  the  fixtures  or  the  oMveables  in  the  collieries.**  In 
all  the  cases,  where  fixtures  have  been  held  not  to  be  in 
the  reputed  ownership  of  a  party  who  becomes  bankrupt, 
they  have  been  erected  by  the  owner  of  the  fireehdd. 
Thus  in  Clarke  v.  Orown$haw(b)  it  was  so  held,  mi  the 
ground  that  the  fixtures  were  leased  by  the  lessor,  and 
remained  his  property.  So  in  Coosifts  v.  Bemmmmi  (c), 
it  was  expressly  stipulated  that  the  steam  engine  was  to 
be  used  by  the  lessee  of  the  colliery  during  his  term,  but 
was  to  be  held  as  the  property  of  the  landlord.  So,  also. 
Ex  parte  Lloyd (d)  was  decided  on  the  ground  that  the 
steam  engine  and  machinery  were  such  fixtures  as  were 
firequently  put  up  by  the  owners  of  cotton  mills,  and  let 
with  the  mills  to  a  tenant.  In  no  case  has  it  been  de- 
cided, that  trade  fixtures  are  not  goods  and  chattels, 
where  they  are  put  up  by  the  tenant.  In  £x  parte 
Wihan  (e),  the  Chief  Judge  draws  the  distinction  be*- 
tween  fixtures  put  up  by  the  owner  of  the  fireehold,  and 
those  put  up  by  the  bankrupt  in  the  character  of  temant. 
Where  fixtures  have  been  put  up  by  a  tenant,  being  in 
that  case  removable  as  goods  and  chattels,  they  never 
lose  their  character  of  goods  and  chattels  in  the  hands 
of  a  subsequent  holder.  [Sir  John  Cross.  Whenever  the 
usage  of  trade  is  recognized  by  the  Courts  in  favour  of 
the  tenant's  right  to  fixtures,  it  is  only  in  cases  where 


1 


(a)  3  B.  &  C.  368  (d)  3  Deac.  &  C.  765. 

(6)  3  B.  &  Adol.  804.  («)  4  Detc.  h  C.  153. 

(e)  5  B.  &  Adol.  72. 


aodothen. 
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the  things  are  movable  without  damage  to  the  free-  1842. 
hold.]  In  Trappes  v.  Uarter  (a).  Lord  Lyndhurst,  after  ^^^''^ 
an  examination  of  the  various  cases  on  the  subject,  said.  Bxmtlby 
that  **  the  authorities  lead  to  the  conclusion,  that  where 
utensils  and  machinery  are  erected  by  the  owner  for  the 
purpose  of  trade  only,  in  a  neighbourhood  where  such 
utensils  and  machinery  would  commonly  have  been  re- 
moved,  and  when  this  can  be  done  without  injury  to  the 
inheritance,  they  form  an  exception  to  the  general  rule, 
and  are  not  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  inheritance,  but  as 
personal  estate."  The  ovens,  therefore,  in  this  case, 
passed  to  the  assignees  as  personal  estate,  of  which  the 
bankrupt  was  reputed  owner,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  7S.  They  also  referred  to  PenUm 
V.  JRobart  {b),  JElwes  v.  Matae  (c),  Ex  parte  Qtdnaf  (d), 
Colegrave  v.  Bias  Santos  {e)t  Ex  parte  Dale  (/),  and 
Hare  v.  Horton  (g). 

Sir  John  Cross  (addressing  Mr.  Spence).  I  need  not 
trouble  you  for  any  further  argument  as  to  the  question, 
whether,  or  not,  these  coke  ovens  were  in  the  reputed 
ownership  of  the  bankrupt,  within  the  72nd  section  of 
the  act  of  parliament.  Whether  they  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  fixtures,  or  not,  may  perhaps  be  a  matter  of 
further  inquiry.  But  I  wish  to  draw  your  attention  to 
the  point,  whether  these  things,  fixtures  or  not,  passed 
by  the  mortgage  deed. 

Mr.  Spence,  in  reply.     All  that  was  decided  by  JBx 

(a)  2  Cr.  &  Mee.  163 ;  3  Tjr.  603.  (<)  2  B.  &  C.  76. 

(6)  2  East,  88.  (/)  Buck,  365. 

(c)  3  East,  38.  (g)  5  B.  &  Adol.  715. 
id)  1  Atk.  477. 
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1842.  parte  Qtnncy  wns,  that  the  mortgage  of  a  brewhoiuej 
^"^  u  ^th  the  appurtenances/'  would  not  carry  the  utenaniay 
BtNTLEY      but  the  things  only  belonging  to  outhouses.     But inthe 

tod  othors* 

present  case  the  mortgage  included  all  the  lareBiiset 
comprised  in  the  indenture  of  lease,  and  the  lease  ex* 
pressly  included  the  coke  ovens.  Is  thete  any  tbhig  in 
the  mortgage  deed,  to  show  that  it  was  the  intent  of  the 
parties  that  these  fixtureil  lihould  not  pass  to  the  mort^ 
gagee  ?  In  the  lease  there  is  an  express  covenant  of  the 
lessee  to  yield  up  the  premises  at  the  end  of  the  term, 
together  with  all  erections  then  or  thereafter  to  be 
erected  thereon,  eitcept  machinery  used  forihe  purposes 
of  trade.  Now  tlieae  ovens  cannot  be  said  to  be  »»- 
chiMTp,  but  clearly  come  within  the  tteacriplioB  of 
erectionsi  which  are  to  be  yielded  up  to  the  lessor  at  the 
end  of  the  term. 

Sir  John  Cross.  The  question  on  which  I  requested 
Mr.  Spence*s  consideration  will  require  a  perusal  of  the 
two  deeds  of  demise  and  mortgage. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

June  20.  Sir  JoHN  Cross.    The  question  in  this  case  is^  wbe« 

ther  certain  trade  fixtures  belcmg  to  the  petitioneira  as 
mortgagees,  or  to  the  assignees. 

The  bankrupt  became  the  lessee  of  the  premisea  for  a 
term  of  years,  on  which  two  coke  ovens,  constructed  of 
iron  and  brickwork,  were  then  standing,  and  afterwards 
he  erected  six  others,  together  with  a  chimney  sliafti  on 
the  demised  premises.  He  then  executed  a  mortgage  to 
the  petitioners  for  a  loan  for  6S5/.,  and  any  other  ad- 
vances of  money  the  mortgagees  might  afterwards  make 
to  him,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  S0002» 
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The  mortgage  deed  does  not  expreasly  convey,  nor        1842. 
does  it  except,  the  coke  ovens,  and  the  assignees  claim       jg^    ^^ 
them  on  two  grounds :    first,  because  they  are  not  in-      ^I^'Tu*^ 
eluded  in  the  mortgage  deed,  nor  were  intended  to  be 
so;  and  secondly,  if  they  are  included,  they  have  become 
the  property  of  the  assignees  by  the  law  of  reputed 
ownership.    But  as  to  the  latter  proposition,  I  have  al- 
ready said,  the  same  question  has  been  so  often  decided 
otherwise,  that  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  make  any 
further  remark  upon  it. 

In  support  of  the  first  point,  the  counsel  for  the  as- 
signees rely  mainly  on  the  case  of  IVappes  v.  Harter  (a), 
decided  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  from  which,  among 
a  confused  mass  of  facts,  it  may  be  collected  as  a  rule  of 
law,  that  a  tenant's  fixtures,  not  expressly  included  in  a 
mortgage  deed,  do  not  pass  to  the  mortgagee,  if  it  ap- 
pear it  was  not  intended  by  the  contracting  parties  that 
they  should  so  pass.  Therefore,  without  saying  whether 
a  mortgage  of  land  only  be  sufKcient,  per  se^  to  carry  all 
fixtures  belonging  to  the  mortgagor,  I  think  this  case 
may  be  determined,  by  considering  whether,  or  not,  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  mortgage  deed  to 
include  the  fixtures. 

Now  there  is  nothing  to  the  contrary  in  the  deed. 
And  it  purports  to  be  a  security  to  the  extent  of  2000/.; 
whereas,  without  the  coke  ovens,  it  is  not  worth  more 
than  half  that  sum.  And  the  mortgage  deed  in  terms 
conveys  to  the  mortgagees,  *' all  the  land,  messuages, 
and  tenements,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  all  other  the 
premises  demised  by  or  comprised  in  the  deed"  Now, 
although  two  only  of  the  coke  ovens  are  actually  demised 

(a)  2  Cr.  &  Mee.  153  ;  3  Tyr.  603. 
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1842.        by  the  lease,  yet  the  rest  are  comprised  therein,  and  are 

Ex  ptrte       ^  subject-matter  thereof,  and  are  appnrtenani  to  the  land. 

andclhm.     ^"^  ^^  appears  to  me  that  these  terms  are  sufficient  to 

comprehend  them,  and  that  they  were  intended  to  be 

included  in  the  mortgage  deed. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  petitioners  are 
entitled  to  the  Order  as  prayed.  And  let  the  costs  of 
both  parties  come  out  of  the  general  estate. 


Ek  parte  William  Pennbll  and  others. — In  the  maUer 

Strjtanti*  Inn,  of  ThOM AS  and  WiLLIAM  StTAN. 

May  28. 

After  a  petition    iHIS  was  a  petition  of  the  assignees  for  rehearing  a 

has  been  heard 

by  the  Court  of  petition  of  Creditors  claiming  a  lien  on  certain  policies 

Keview,  and  the     ^  ,         .     i      .  i      •  «        •      «      i 

Order  made  on  of  assurance  deposited  with  them  by  the  bankrupt,  on 
appeal  by  the  which  an  Order  had  been  made  establishing  such  lien  (a), 
lor' the  Court  ^^^  which  Order  was  affirmed  on  appeal  to  the  Lord 
7he^ili\on!Vn  Chancellor  (J).  The  point  on  which  the  case  was  de- 
the  ^?t"°hal****  ^^^^^  ^y  ^^^  ^^^^  Chancellor  was,  that,  although  the 
discovered  a       notice  given  to  the  insurance  office  of  the  deposit  was 

new  fact,  which,  °  ^ 

if  he  had  used     after  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  it  was  before  the  date  of  the 

due  diligence,  - 

he  might  have    fiat,  and  was  therefore  a  transaction  protected  by  the 

known  before 

the  former  hear-  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29.  The  present  petition  now  contained 
especially  where  a  supplemental  statement  of  the  assignees,  that  the  no- 
pearecl'to iwuto  tice  given  to  the  insurance  office  was  after  the  creditors 
of^rd^ifferenr  ^^^  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  therefore  that 
c^iirt^of'Aj^*  the  transaction  would  not  be  protected  by  the  above 
^'  statute.      The  supplemental   allegation  was,   that  the 

assignees,   since  the  former  hearing,   had  made  more 
minute  inquiries,  and  that  they  found,  that  on  the  I5th 

(a)  See  Ex  parte  Smith,  2  Mont.  Deac.  &  D.  213. 
(6)  See  Er  parte  Pennell,  2  Mont.  Deac.  &  D.  219. 
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March  1841  the  bankrapt  T.  Styan  called  oo  Smith,        1842. 
one  of  the  creditors  claiming  the  lien,  and  infomied  him       £2  p^^^^ 
that  the  house  of  the  bankrupts  had  stopped  payment,     and  otbenl. 
and  that  his  own  health  was  so  bad,  that  he  was  going  out 
of  London  for  several  days ;  for  that  if  he  went  into  the 
city,  he  should  be  overwhelmed  with  applications,  which 
would  be  the  death  of  him.    It  appeared,  that  the  bank- 
rupt's place  of  business  was  near  the  Royal  Exchange, 
which  T.  Styan  had  just  left  when  he  called  on  Sndth ; 
and  that  after  this  interview  he  went  to  his  dwelling- 
housci  packed  up  his  clothes,  and  went  to  Southampton, 
and  there  embarked  for  France,  from  whence  he  did  not 
return  until  after  the  fiat  had  issued. 

Mr.  Anderdan,  and  Mr.  Stintan,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  We  contend,  that  the  information  communi- 
cated by  the  bankrupt  to  Smith  on  the  15tb  of  March 
amounted  to  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  If  Smith 
had  good  reason  to  believe  that  Styan  had  committed 
an  act  of  bankruptcy,  he  was  bound  by  the  communica- 
tion ;  it  was  not  necessary  that  he  should  be  absolutely 
certain  of  the  fact,  for  notice  does  not  mean  knowledge. 
In  Spratt  v.  Hobhouse^a)^  it  was  held  that  notice  of  an 
intended  docket  was  sufficient  to  put  a  party  on  his  guard, 
and  that  it  might  be  inferred  from  bis  conduct  that  he  was 
apprised  of  the  bankrupt's  insolvency.  [Sir  John  Cross. 
The  information  of  the  bankrupt's  intention  to  commit 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  is  not  notice  of  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy actually  committed.']  We  submit  that  the  bank- 
rupt had,  in  effect,  already  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
when  he  called  on  Smith  ;  for  he  bad  then  left  his  place 
of  business,  and  was  in  transit  to  the  country.  As  he 
did  not  return  to  his  counting-house  before  the  act  of 

(a)  4  Bing.  173. 
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IS4£.        bankruptcj  was  completed,  it  follows  that  the  act  of 
^  ^^      bftnkniptcj  was  then  in  the  coarse  of  being  committed. 

Psacicsu. 
•mi 
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Mr*  Baeomf  comiri,  objected,  that  there  was  no  fiict 
stated  in  this  petition,  which  the  assignees  might  not 
have  known  on  the  fbnner  hearing,  and  therefore  that 
the  petition  for  rehearing  could  not  be  sustained. 

Mr.  AmtUrdom,  and  Mr.  Siimiam.  In  Ex  parte 
Ln>emier(m\  it  was  leoogniaed  as  a  genefal  mle,  thai  a 
petition  but  be  rdbeard  upon  newly  discovered  fivts, 
eicept  where  it  is  to  stay  a  certificaley  or  aminl  a  fiat 
That  rale  had  been  preriooslT  acted  upon  by  tins  Court 
in  JSjcpmrU  BifmMii),  and  £xpmrU  Oaadmgham  (c); 
and,  on  the  present  occasion,  we  have  followed  the  role  of 
practice  laid  down  in  £r  jmrit  Ommmgkmmt^  nandy, 
that  where  a  petition  for  rehearing  stales  new  fods,  it 
should  be  in  the  ttatme  of  a  wqpplg menial  peCitioB,  and 
the  original  petition  shoold  be  set  down  for  heaiii^  at 
the  same  time.  The  focts  alleged  m  this 
peciiion,  as  to  the  act  of  banki^ilcy 9  are  I 
and  were  not  known  before  lo  the  j 


Mr.  Bacau^  comtti^     We  rdy  on  the 
wged,  that  this  petition  cannot  be  rdward.   TWe 
m^fat,  before  the  hearing  of  the 
rmminrd   Smulk  and   the  bankiwpt  before 
miwcmeTK,  and  might  tfaas  hai«  obtaaned  die 
of  all  the  facts  whid  thev  now  allqse  tkeiE'  larar 
Kmce  difcorered.      They  say  ^ilmt 
bearing  they  have  made  more 
aiktsertaioed  tlial  Smilk  had  wstioe  of  dK  .act  «f 


(•oSMwiLk  4.  IIP;  4DflK.  JKC407. 
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ruptcy,  before  he  gave  the  notice  to  the  insurance  office.  ^^*^' 
But  this  was  a  fact,  to  which  on  the  former  occasion  his  e,  pane 
attention  ought  to  have  been  called.  In  JEr  parte  Big-  and*oihew. 
nold,  which  has  been  cited  by  the  other  side,  the  respon- 
dents took  the  petitioner  by  surprise  at  the  original 
hearing,  and  that  case  is  no  authority  for  this  application. 
And  in  Ex  parte  Cunningham,  the  rehearing  was  by  way 
of  indulgence ;  but  that  case  shows  that  a  party,  who 
applies  for  a  rehearing  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered 
facts,  ought  to  have  used  reasonable  diligence  in  obtaining 
the  knowledge  of  them  on  the  former  occasion.  There 
is  no  pretence  here,  that  the  assignees  could  not  have 
brought  before  the  Court  on  the  former  hearing  all  the 
facts  which  they  have  suggested  now ;  nor  was  it  until 
after  the  Lord  Chancellor's  judgment,  when  the  case  was 
before  him  on  appeal,  that  they  thought  proper  to  make 
*'  the  minute  inquiries*'  which  they  now  allege.  With 
respect  to  the  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  case  of 
Spratt  V.  Hohhome  {a)  does  not  apply  to  this ;  for  there 
the  decision  was  founded,  not  on  the  single  circumstance 
of  the  defendants  having  received  notice  that  a  docket 
would  be  struck,  but  on  the  other  circumstances  of  the 
case,  which  left  no  doubt  that  they  were  aware  of  the 
bankrupt's  situation.  Now,  from  what  part  of  the  state- 
ment of  the  bankrupt  to  Smith  in  this  case,  can  it  be 
contended  that  Smith  knew  that  the  bankrupt  had  com- 
mitted an  act  of  bankruptcy?  He  only  says,  that  his 
health  was  so  bad,  that  he  would  not  return  to  the  city, 
and  that  he  would  go  and  lie  up  in  the  country  for  a  few 
days,  and  that  he  had  stopped  payment.  Could  any  jury 
be  persuaded  to  find,  upon  this  evidence,  that  Styan 
had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  ? 

(a)  4  Biog.  173. 
VOL.  II.  T  T 
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1842. 

£z  parle 
Pink ELL 
and  othen. 

May  20. 


Mr.  Anderdon,  in  reply. 


Cur.  adv.  tmli. 


Sir  John  Cross.  Considering  this  petition  without 
reference  to  the  other,  in  which  there  was  an  appeal,  it 
stands  shortly  thus. 

The  petitioner  held  two  policies  of  insurance  belonging 
to  the  bankrupts,  on  which  he  claimed  an  equitable  lien, 
and  applied  to  this  Court  for  the  usual  Order  for  the  sale 
of  them.  This  was  opposed  by  tSmith,  on  the  ground 
that  no  notice  of  the  lien  was  given  to  the  insurers  before 
the  act  of  bankruptcy,  though  such  notice  was  giien 
before  the  date  of  the  fiat  The  Court  was  of  ojnnion, 
that  no  notice  of  the  lien  was  necessary,  and  made  the 
order,  pursuant  to  the  petition ;  and  the  assignees  now, 
after  the  lapse  of  nearly  a  whole  year,  apply  for  a  re- 
hearing, alleging  that  they  have  recently  discovered,  since 
that  Order  was  obtained,  that  the  petitioner  had  notice  ot 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  before  he  gave  notice  of  his  lien  to 
the  insurers.  But  as  it  appears  that  the  assignees,  by 
the  same  diligence  they  have  employed  since,  might  have 
discovered  this  fact  as  well  before,  as  after,  the  former 
hearing,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  would  be  altogether 
irregular  and  unjust  to  set  aside  the  Order  now  in  force, 
and  reopen  the  question,  which  has  been  so  long  at  rest. 
As  to  the  appeal,  this  case  has  no  connection  with  it ; 
nor  had  the  creditor  in  the  present  case  any  concern  with 
it,  except  that  he  consented  to  suspend  his  proceedings, 
until  that  appeal  was  determined.  There  is  therefore 
nothing  peculiar  to  this  case  to  warrant  such  a  departure 
from  the  ordinary  course,  especially  as  the  new  &cts 
would  not  alter  the  judgment  of  this  Court,  and  the 
rehearing  has  no  other  object  but  to  raise  a  chance  of  a 
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different  decision  in  the  Court  of  appeal^  upon  a  technical        i84S. 

point  involving  no  general  question.      I  do  not  think  I      rjjp^ 

ought  to  encourage  assignees  to  speculate  with  the  funds      Pbnhell 

and  others* 
of  their  estate  in  so  hazardous  an  experiment. 

The  petition  for  rehearing,  therefore,  must  be  dis« 

missed. 


In  the  matter  of  SimmonSj  Brooke  and  others. Serjeanu*  Inn, 

May  30. 

J\lR.  Anderdon  applied  for  an  immediate  Order,  that  A  separate  fiat 
a  separate  fiat,   issued  against  one  of  four  partners,  one  of  four 
might  be  directed  to  the  same  Commissioner  in  London,  j^o*int°fiaVusued 
to  whom  a  former  joint  fiat  against  the  three  other  partners  oSers^wifl  be 
had  been  directed;  and  that  the  same  official  assignee  dif^'^\o^e 
might  be  appointed  under  both  fiats.     The  application  s^me  Comrois- 

o  i-f      -^  rr  sioner,  notwith- 

was  supported  by  an  affidavit  of  the  official  assignee,  f)*°fi°5^}***. 


stating  that  the  first  fiat  issued  on  the  17th  May,  directed  b«en  dissolved, 

^  ,  ,  ^'  andthel7lh 

to  Mr.  Commissioner  Merivale,  and  that  the  separate  section  of  the  6 

Gio.  4.  c.  16. 

fiat  issued  on  the  27th  May,   directed  to  Sir   C  F.  only  applies  to 

Williams,  and  that  it  would  be  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  ships. 

the  estate,  that  the  same  Commissioner  should  act  under 

both  fiats;   the  accounts  being  so  blended,  that  there 

would  be  a  difficulty  in  working  the  separate  fiat  before 

a  different  Commissioner,  and  with  a  different  official 

assignee. 

Sir  John  Cross.  The  17th  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4. 
c.  16.  prescribes,  that,  after  a  commission  issued  against 
two  or  more  members  of  a  firm,  any  other  commission 
issued  against  any  other  member  of  the  firm,  shall  be 
directed  to  the  same  Commissioners  to  whom  the  first 
commission  was  directed. 

T  T  2 
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1842.  Mr.  Anderdon.    That  section  only  applies  to  exisUng 

In  the  matter  of  partnerships.     In  the  present  case  the  partnership  has 
^Brooke'      ^^®"  dissolved,  before  the  fiat  issued. 


and  others. 


Sir  John  Cross.  You  may  take  an  Order  that  the 
separate  fiat  shall  go  to  the  same  Commissioner  as  the 
former  one ;  that  is,  I  think,  only  giving  proper  effect 
to  the  meaning  of  the  17th  section.  But  this  Court  can- 
not dictate  to  the  Commissioner,  what  particular  official 
assignee  he  shall  employ. 


jtfiiy  31  and '  Ex  parte  Magnus. — In  the  matter  of  Magnus. 

June  2. 

t^era'd^bf"  This  was  the  bankrupt's  petition  to  annul  the  fiat,  on 

for  which  a  ^^  ground  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  petitioning  credi- 

is  given,  is  jq^'s  debt.     There  were  two  petitioning  creditor's  debts, 

thereby  com-  *  o 

pieteiy  extin-  one  of  79/.,  claimed  by  Messrs.  Rogers^  and  another  of 

guished,  so  as  to 

be  incapable  of  78/.,  claimed  by  Messrs.  Holtum,  and  both  were  dis- 

supporting  a  ,     ,         i       i .  i       /• 

fiat,  if  the  bill  puted;  but  the  dispute,  as  to  the  former,  was  as  to  the 

and°be*outof'  facts  merely.     The  latter  debt  was  made  up  in  part  of 

oHile  creditor  *'^®  P^^^^  ^^  Certain  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  Messrs, 

thJact^lTbank"  Holtum  to  the  bankrupt.      But  for  this  amount  the 

'"  w^here  on  a  bankrupt  had  indorsed  and  delivered  to  them  a  bill  of 

r^^want^of  a°"^  exchange,  which  they  had  negociated ;  and  it  was  now 

petitioning  ere-  sworn,  that  the  bill  was  not  in  their  hands  at  the  time 

ditor's  debt,  the 

validity  of  when  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed. 

the  debt  is 
a  fair  subject 
of  doubt,  the 

Court  will  allow      Mr.  Kenyon  Parker^  and  Mr.  Wright y  for  the  peti- 

siand  over,  to  tiou.     The  case  is  settled  by  Ex  parte  Botten[a\  the 

appHcation°to*°  circumstanccs  of  which  were  the  same.     Sir  O.  Rose 

substitute  a  new 

petitioning  ere-  .  v  --        .   ^.. 

Sitofsdebt.  (a)  Mont.  &  Bli.  412. 


Magnus. 
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there  said,  "  The  debt  is  clearly  bad,  for,  at  the  time  the  1845. 

fiat  issued,  it  had  been  transferred  to  the  indorsee  of  the  ^^  ^^^^ 
bill."    They  also  referred  to  Ex  parte  Dauthat{a). 


Mr.  Anderdon,  for  Messrs.  Holtum.  This  case  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  Ex  parte  Botten,  cited;  for  the  affidavit 
here  only  states  that  the  bill  was  not  in  the  petitioning 
creditors'  hands  at  the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and 
does  not  say  that  it  was  out  of  their  possession  when  the 
fiat  issued.  And  the  authority  itself  is  not  conclusive, 
there  having  been  no  contest  upon  the  subject.  [Sir  J. 
Cross.  It  was  merely  the  opinion  of  one  of  the  judges, 
the  others  were  absent;  and  the  application  was  merely 
to  substitute  a  new  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  which  no 
one  opposed.  Have  you  looked  at  Ex  parte  Patz- 
herij))^  The  fiat  there  was  annulled  on  a  different 
ground,  and  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  was  held  to 
be  good. 

The  15th  section  of  6  Geo,  4.  c.  16.  enables  a  person, 
who  has  given  credit  to  a  trader  for  valuable  considera- 
tion, for  any  sum  which  shall  not  have  become  payable 
at  the  time  such  creditor  committed  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, to  be  a  petitioning  creditor,  whether  he  shall  have 
any  security  or  not ;  the  last  provision  being  introduced 
for  the  first  time  by  that  act.  Now  there  was  a  debt 
here  for  goods  sold  and  delivered ;  and  whether  the  bill 
extinguished  that  debt  or  not,  could  not  be  told  until  it 
was  paid.  In  the  meantime  it  was  a  security.  In  Ex 
parte  Douthat,  it  was  held  that  a  commission  might 
issue  against  the  drawer  of  a  bill,  although  the  bill  had 
not  been  presented,  and  was  not  in  fact  due. 

(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  67.  (6)  3  M.&  A.  326  ^  2  Dea.  469. 
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1842.  Mr.  Wright,  in  reply.    The  dutinction  attempted  to 

£x  parte       ^  drawn  between  this  case  and  Ex  parte  Saitem{a)  is 
Macms.      untenable;  for  the  important  &ct  is,  the  debt  being  due 
at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy. 

Sir  John  Cross.  I  own  that  if  it  were  not  for  the 
authority  of  Ex  parte  JBottem^  I  should  have  inclined  to 
think  that  the  contingency  which  existed  of  the  bill 
being  dishonoured,  and  of  the  creditor  being  thereby 
remitted  to  his  original  debt,  would  have  been  sufficient 
to  constitute  that  debt  a  sufficient  foundation  for  a  fiat, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act ;  and  that  for  this  purpose 
it  should  not  be  considered  as  extinguished,  but  that  its 
extinction  would  depend  upon  the  ultimate  payment  of 
the  bill  of  exchange.  As,  however,  a  very  strong 
opinion  was  expressed  by  one  of  the  judges  of  this  Court 
in  the  case  referred  to,  I  must  take  time  to  oonsider 
whether  I  am  not  bound  by  that  authority. 

Cur.  adv.  vmli. 

JuM  2.  ^°  ^^^^  ^y^  ^^  Honour  suggested  that  the  best  way 

of  meeting  the  difficulty  would  be,  to   substitute  the 
holder  of  the  bill  as  petitioning  creditor. 

Mr.  Kenyan  Parker  objected,  that  this  had  never 
been  done  upon  a  petition  to  annul ;  but 

His  Honour  considered  the  point  in  dispute  as  suffi- 
ciently doubtful,  to  justify  him  in  orderii^  the  petition 
to  stand  over,  for  the  purpose  of  substituting  a  new  peti- 
tioning creditor's  debt. 

Ordered  accordingly. 

(«)  Mont.  &  fi.  412. 
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1842. 
Ex  parte  Mary  Ann  Hakewill  and  Thomas  Hak£-       ^^'^^^ 
WILL. — In  the  matter  of  Ashford  Wise,  Nicholas 
Baker,  and  William  Searle  Bentall.  ^  •    . » r 

Sei'jeants  Inn, 

The  petitioner,  Mary  Ann  Hakewill,  was  the  mother  of  a  marriage  set- 
the  other  petitioner,  and  by  this  petition  they  appealed  i^Tu  had  bSn 
from  the  rejection  of  a  proof  against  the  separate  estate  Slb^houidbe 
of  Bentall,  in  respect  of  a  breach  of  trust  alleged  to  have  ^«''g»ed  *«  ^^^ 

*■  ®  trustees,  upon 

been  committed  by  him,  a%  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  f^ust,  after  call- 

"  iQg  It  in,  to 

marriage  settlement  of  Mary  Ann  Hakewill.    The  set-  invest  the 

money  upon 

tlement  was  dated  the  29th  September  1812,  and  the  such  security  as 

«  _  .  ^  .  .  .  should  be  ap- 

question  turned  upon  the  construction  of  its  provisions,  proved  of  by  the 
as  explained  by  the  recitals.     The  material  recitals  were,  father,  either 
that  a  sum  of  400/.  was  due  to  the  intended  husband,  ?°arorp°w8cmal 
and  his  father,  in  respect  of  the  purchase  money  of  a  Jh^wtuiessing*^ 
freehold  estate,  and  that  it  had  been  agreed  between  the  ??'?li^!!!^^!." 

'  o  assigned  upon 

parties  to  the  settlement,  that  this  sum  should  be  paid  to  ^•'"«^  o°  «^a"!°K 

*  *^  in  and  investing 

the  bankrupt,   W.  S.  Bentall,  and  one  William  Han-  **^«  same  on  go- 
vernment, real, 

naford,  upon  trust  to  lend  or  invest  the  same  upon  such  or  personal  se- 
curity, or  in  th6 

security  or  securities  as  should  be  approved  of  by  the  purchase  of 
iiti        1  it.ni  .1  lands,  at  the 

intended  husband,  and  his  father,  either  upon  govern-  sole  order,  and 

ment,  real,  or  personal  securities,  or  in  the  purchase  ot  rection,  consent, 
lands  and  hereditaments  either  in  fee,  or  for  terms  of  of  ihe^husband" 
years,  and  to  pay  the  annual  proceeds  to  the  father  for  or  the  survivor' 
life,  then  to  the  intended  husband  for  life,  and  after  the  s^^sg^J^J^^^^^^^ 
decease  of  both  of  them,  to  the  petitioner,  Mary  Ann  Hake-  °°  ''\^  ^^"^^^ 

*^  '  •^  therein  men- 

will,  and  such  children  of  the  marriage  as  the  husband  V°?^' .  T**®^ 

"  followed  the 

should  appoint,  and  for  want  of  such  appointment,  to  the  trusts,  and  a 

11  1  n    1  .  «       1  .  .        power,  in  the 

eldest,  or  only  son  ot  the  marriage.     By  the  witnessing  usual  form,  for 

riiiini  1  •         1111        n  the  trustees,  with 

part  of  the  deed,  the  father  and  son  assigned  the  debt  ot  the  consent  of 

the  husband  and 
his  father,  or  the  survivor,  in  writing ^  to  invest  the  trust  money  in  the  funds,  or  on  real  security, 
or  in  the  purchase  of  freehold  or  leasehold  estates.  Held,  that  the  last  clause  controlled  and 
interpreted  the  former  parts  of  the  settlement ;  and  that  a  loan  of  the  trust  fund  to  a  bank,  in 
which  one  of  the  trustees  was  a  partner,  on  an  interest-note,  without  a  written  consent,  was  a 
breach  of  trust,  constituting  a  provable  debt  against  the  separate  estate  of  the  trustee. 


608  CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY, 

l$4i«        4(NM.  to  Bemtall  and  HamMaford,  upon  trust  immediately 
^  ^^       lo  place  out  the  **  said  sum  of  400/./'  upon  the  bond  of  the 
iJj^Ziil     pmchaacr  of  the  estate  firom  whom  the  debt  was  due,  at 
intenKt,  at  the  rate  of  5L  per  centum  per  annum ;  and 
during  such  time  as  the  same  should  remain  on  such  secu- 
ritT,  or  on  callii^  in,  or  on  receiving  the  same,  and  then 
inrestii^  the  same  sum  in  government,  real,  or  personal 
secttritT.  or  in  the  purchase  of  lands  or  leaseholds,  but  at 
the  sole  order,  and  by  the  sole  direction,  consent,  and 
approbation  of  the  &ther  and  son,  and  the  survivor  of 
them,  to  stand  possessed  thereof,  upon  trust  to  pay  over 
the  interest,  dividends,  and  rents  unto  the  father  for  life, 
and  after  his  death,  to  the  son  for  life,  and  after  the 
deaths  and  deceases  of  both  &ther  and  son,  to  pay  the 
inlNK^  |Mrv>fits,  dividends,  and  rents,  of  the  principal 
sum  of  40lV^  and  the  security  or  securities  for  the  same, 
and  the  inten^st  and  ivroduce  thereof,  to  the  petitioner, 
AAtry  AiiM  UakneiUf  for  her  life,  and  to  the  children  of 
the  marria^^  as  the  hushind  should  appoint ;  following 
the  language  of  the  recital.    And  there  was  a  power  for 
the  tniscecs.  tirvHu  time  to  time,  with  the  consent  of  the 
&ther  auvl  $on,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  to  be  testified  by 
some  irriliiHi  under  his  or  their  hands,  and  after  the 
decease  of  the  sunriwc  of  them,  of  the  trustees*  own 
aaihority*  to  lay  out  and  invest  the  principal  sum  of 
moDey  thereby  assigned  at  interest,  either  in  or  upon  any 
of  the  stocks  or  fiinds  of  Great  Britain,  or  upon  real 
stcttrities  iu  England,,  and  to  vary  such  securities  from 
time  to  time  as  occasion  should  require^  or  as  the  father 
and  son,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  and  after  the  decease 
of  the  survivor  of  them^  the  trustees  should  think  fit;  and 
upon  tnist,  that  the  trustees  should,  if  thereunto  requested 
by  the  fiuher  and  son^  or  the  survivor  of  them»  by  any 
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uoriting  under  his,  her,  or  their  hand  or  hands,  lay  out        1842. 
and  invest  all  or  any  part  of  the  sum  of  400/.,  or  the       y^"^^ 

produce  of  the  stocks,  funds,  and  securities,  in  and  upon     Haiewill 
^  '  *  »  r  and  another. 

which  the  same  should  be  invested,  in  the  purchase  of 
freehold  or  leasehold  estates. 

Soon  afler  the  execution  of  the  settlement,  the  bank* 
rupt  Bentall,  and  his  co-trustee,  placed  out  the  sum  of 
400/.,  mentioned  in  the  settlement,  upon  the  bond  of  the 
person  from  whom  the  debt  was  due,  and  received  the 
interest  thereon,  which  they  applied  according  to  the 
trusts  of  the  settlement.  In  1812  the  father  died.  The 
debt  was  paid  in  the  year  1828  ;  and  the  amount  was  in 
1830  invested  by  the  trustees  in  the  purchase  of  513/. 
8^.  3  per  cent,  consols.  In  1838,  however,  they  sold 
out  this  sum  of  stock,  which  produced  452/.  13^.  9d.y 
and  they  paid  over  52/.  13^.  9d.,  part  of  this  sum,  to  the 
husband  for  his  own  use,  and  paid  the  sum  of  400/.,  the 
residue  thereof,  into  the  hands  of  the  bankrupts,  who 
were  bankers  at  Totness,  taking  from  them  an  interest 
note.  A  credit  to  that  amount  was  accordingly  given  by 
the  bank  to  their  own  partner  Bentall,  and  his  co-trustee, 
as  trustees  of  the  settlement;  and  interest  at  3/.  percent, 
on  the  400/.  had  been  regularly  paid  to  the  person  en- 
titled to  the  interest  on  the  fund  under  the  settlement, 
up  to  the  31st  of  December  1840.  The  co- trustee  had 
since  died,  as  had  also  the  husband,  leaving  the  two 
petitioners,  his  widow,  and  his  eldest  son,  and  without 
having  exercised  the  power  of  appointment.  The  fiat 
having  issued  in  1841,  the  petitioners  tendered  a  proof 
for  400/.  against  the  separate  estate  of  Bentall,  which 
the  Commissioners  declined  to  admit.  From  this  deci- 
sion the  petitioners  now  appealed. 

On  the  part  of  the  respondents,  the  assignees,  an 
affidavit  of  the  bankrupt,  Bentall,  was  read,  whereby  he 
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1842.  deposed^  that  the  sale  of  the  consolidated  Bank  Atinai- 
Ex  parte  *'^®  ^^^  ™*^^  ^^  ^^®  express  and  sole  order,  directioD, 
MidViioihcr.  ^^*^^®"'>  *"^  approbation  of  the  husband,  and  that  the 
investing  the  sum  of  400/.,  part  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale,  in  the  banking  firm,  at  interest,  on  their  promissory 
note,  was  at  the  sole  direction,  consent,  and  approbation 
of  the  husband,  and  that  the  sum  remained  so  invested 
up  to  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy. 

Mr.  Kenyan  Parker,  and  Mr.  Faber,  for  the  peti- 
tioners. This  is  a  clear  case  of  breach  of  trust.  The 
settlement  only  empowers  the  trustees  to  invest  the 
money  in  the  funds  or  upon  real  securities,  and  this  was 
only  to  be  done  at  the  request  in  writing  of  the  husband 
and  his  father,  or  the  survivor  of  them.  Now  the  sale 
in  this  case  was  made  in  the  lifetime  of  the  husband ;  and 
although  the  surviving  trustee,  one  of  the  bankrupts, 
swears  that  it  was  done  at  the  sole  direction,  consent, 
and  approbation  of  the  husband,  he  does  not  ventnre  to 
allege,  that  such  consent  was  given,  as  the  settlement 
required  it  to  be,  in  writing.  It  is,  moreover,  not  com- 
petent for  the  tenant  for  life,  by  directing  an  investment 
in  a  particular  security,  to  exempt  the  trustees  from 
responsibility,  if  the  investment  should  turn  out  to  be 
an  improper  one.  They  are  to  exercise  their  own  dis- 
cretion upon  the  subject.  At  all  events,  it  is  not  com- 
petent for  them  to  lend  the  trust  monies  to  a  firm,  of 
which  one  of  the  trustees  is  a  partner;  Langsiam  v. 

Ottivant{a), v.  Walker  {b),  where  the  Master  of  the 

Rolls  said,  "  when  a  testator  empowers  three  executors 
to  lend  money  on  personal  security,  he  must  be  taken  to 
rely  upon  the  united  vigilance  of  the  three,  witli  respect 
(a)  Cooper,  33.  (»)  5  Ron.  7. 
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to  the  solvency  of  the  borrower.     If  two  of  the  three        1842. 
lend  it  to  the  third,  this  object  is  defeatedj  and  it  is  a       ^^  ^^^ 

breach  of  trust."  Hakewill 

and  another. 

Mr.  Keene,  for  the  assignees.  The  trustees  had  no 
discretion  to  exercise  in  this  case,  the  trust  being  to 
invest  the  money  upon  government,  real,  or  personal 
security,  but  at  the  sole  order,  and  by  the  sole  direction, 
consent  and  approbation  of  the  father  and  son,  or  the 
survivor  of  them.  This  circumstance  completely  dis- 
tinguishes the  case  from  the  cases  cited. 

Mr.  Kenyan  Parhery  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 


Sir  John  Cross.  In  1833,  which  was  eight  years 
before  the  bankruptcy,  the  sum  of  400/.  was  invested  on 
government  securities,  in  the  name  of  one  of  the  bank- 
rupts and  another  person,  as  trustees  under  an  indenture 
of  settlement,  executed  in  the  year  181S.  It  continued 
so  invested  for  five  years,  without  being  disturbed;  but  at 
the  end  of  that  period,  for  some  reason  which  has  not 
been  assigned,  the  trustees  thought  fit  to  sell  out  that 
stock,  and  to  place  part  of  the  proceeds,  amounting  to 
400/.,  in  the  bank  of  the  bankrupts,  and  to  make  the 
tenant  for  life  a  present  of  the  difierence.  I  have  looked 
at  BentalVs  affidavit,  to  see  his  account  of  this  transac- 
tion, and  why  it  took  place.  He  explains  it  thus,  that 
the  sale  of  the  stock  was  made  at  the  express  sole  order, 
direction,  consent,  and  approbation  of  Mr.  Hakewill, 
following  the  exact  words  of  the  settlement,  but  without 
stating  a  single  particular  with  reference  to  what  occurred 
on  the  occasion,  or  in  whibt  manner  the  consent  and 
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1842.  approbation  were  expressed.  The  use  of  such  general 
£z  parte  expressions  lead  me  to  suppose,  that  there  was  some- 
aSd  tDoihw.  ^'^^"^g  ^'s®  ^"  ^^^  matter,  which  it  was  not  convenient 
to  state.  I  think,  that  Hakeunll  was  tempted  to  give 
his  consent  by  the  bonus  of  50/.  The  trustee  derived 
profit  as  a  banker,  by  getting  this  money  into  the  con- 
cern, and  I  think  the  main  motive  of  selling  out  the 
stock  was  to  enable  the  trustee  to  use  the  money  for  his 
own  purposes.  I  consider  it  nothing  else  than  a  breach 
of  trust. 

But  if  the  question  is  to  depend  upon  something  more 
technical,  only  let  us  look  at  the  words  of  the  settlement 
themselves.  The  part  of  the  instrument,  by  which  the 
power  of  varying  securities  is  expressly  given,  requires 
the  consent  of  Thomas  Hahewill  the  elder  and  Thomas 
Hakewill  the  younger,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  to  be 
testified  by  some  writing  under  their  or  his  hands  or 
hand.  And  I  think  the  intent  of  the  clause  was  to  con- 
trol, qualify,  and  define  the  other  parts  of  the  deed,  in 
which  the  power  is  only  incidentally  referred  to,  and  that 
the  clause  was  introduced  for  no  other  purpose.  As  the 
consent  of  the  tenant  for  life  was  never  obtained  in 
writing^  it  appears  to  me  that  a  breach  of  trust  was 
committed,  and  that  the  proof  must  be  received  as  prayed 
by  the  petition. 

Mr.  Kenyon  Parker  asked  for  costs. 

Sir  John  Cross.  I  cannot  charge  the  other  creditors 
with  these  costs.  Besides,  it  would  not  be  the  usual 
course,  on  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commis- 
sioners. 
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1842. 
Ex  parte  Gregory  and  others.  —  In   the   matter  of       w^v^^ 

Francis  Wakefield  and  Charles  Greaves  Wake- 
field.   Sijjeanti*  Inn, 

June  2. 

J  HIS  was  a  petition  of  the  trustees  of  certain  stock.  Dividend  war. 

1  1        1.  .  1       1  .         1.11        11  ranU,  oo  wliich 

praying  that  the  dividend  warrants,  which  they  had  en-  tbebaokrapts^in 
trusted  to  the  bankrupts,  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  ofstockbroken, 
the  dividends  on  the  stock,  and  which  the  bankrupts  had  JTreaeifMhe 
deposited  with  a  third  person,  as  a  security  for  their  own  whicrih^V*hli 
debt,  might  be  delivered  up  to  the  petitioners.  It  ap-  Jl^^^t^'^*'' 
peared  that  the  bankrupts  were  stockbrokers,  and  were  ordered  to  be 

*  *  delivered  up  to 

the  agents  of  the  trustees  to  receive  the  dividends  in  tmsiees,  who 

^  had  employed 

question*  the  bankrupts  as 


their  brokers. 


Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  petition,  cited  Davis  v.  The  Bank 
of  England  {a),  and  The  Bank  of  England  y,  Davis  (b). 

The  assignees  appeared  by  counsel  to  submit  to  any 
Order. 

The  Court  made  the  Order  as  prayed  (c). 

(a)  2  Bing.  393.  (c)  Ex  i  elatione  Mr,  Ayrton, 

(6)  5  B.  5c  C.  185. 


Ex  parte  John  Turner,  and  Hannah,  his  Wife, 
William  West  Turner,  and  Cornelius  Hufton 
Turner.  —  In    the    matter  of  Joseph  West  and 

another.  Sirjeant$*  Inn, 

June  3. 

IlHIS  was  the  petition  of  legatees,  for  payment  in  full  A  pecuniary  le- 

-    ,    .     ,  /.    1        1.   .1       1      1     1        1  gatee  is  entitled 

of  their  legacy,  out  of  the  dividends  declared  upon  a  tobepudinfuil, 

^    .  s.     p      J         M      '^  outofadividend 

proof,  m  respect  ot  a  devastavit,  payable  on  a 

proof  made  in 
respect  of  a  devastavit  conmitted  by  a  bankrupt,  who  is  executor  and  residuary  legatee. 
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1842.  The  will  was  that  of  one  Joseph  Hufton,  dated  the 

Ex  parte  ^^^  October  1823,  whereby,  after  bequeathing  several 
andoiheii.  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies,  the  testator  gave  and 
bequeathed  to  his  niece,  the  petitioner,  Httnnah  Twmer^ 
100/.,  to  be  paid  by  his  executor,  within  six  months 
after  his  decease,  free  from  the  debts,  oontroul,  or  en- 
gagements  of  her  husband.  And  be  gave  and  bequeathed 
all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his  estate  and 
effects,  wheresoever  and  whatsoever,  to  his  nephew, 
Joseph  West  (one  of  the  bankrupts) ;  and  directed  that 
such  residue  (if  any)  should  be  applied,  divided,  and 
disposed  of,  by  the  said  Joseph  West,  amongst  such  and 
so  many  of  his  the  said  testator's  relations,  at  such  Umes, 
and  in  such  parts  and  proportions,  as  the  said  Joseph 
West  might  think  proper,  without  being  subject  or  liable 
to  render  any  account  thereof  to  such  relations,  or  any 
of  them ;  and  the  testator  appointed  Joseph  West,  with 
Robert  West,  Thomas  West,  and  Beiffomin  Clarh,  exe- 
cutors of  that  his  will.  By  a  codicil,  the  testator  revoked 
the  bequest  of  the  legacy  of  lOOiL  to  the  petitioner, 
Hannah  Turner,  and  in  lieu  thereof  directed  his  execu- 
tors to  pay  the  interest  of  the  sum  of  100/.  to  the  peti- 
tioner, Hannah  Turner,  during  her  life ;  and  after  her 
decease,  to  pay  the  principal  sum  of  100/.  unto  and 
equally  amongst  her  three  sons,  the  petitioners,  William 
West  Turner,  and  Cornelius  Hufton  Turner,  and  Joseph 
Turner,  since  deceased,  as  and  when  they  should  seve- 
rally attain  twenty-one,  with  benefit  of  survivorship, 
between  and  amongst  them,  in  case  any  of  them  should 
die  under  that  age,  without  leaving  lawful  issue.  The 
will  was  proved  by  the  bankrupt,  who  pud  the  debts 
and  legacies,  except  the  legacy  of  lOO/p,  which  was  never 
invested  according  to  the  directions  of  the  will,  nor  vras 
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any  interest  paid  in  respect  of  it;  the  amount  due  on         1842. 

account  of  principal  and  interest  being  137/.,  on  the  25th       e**^ 

January  1837,  when  the  fiat  issued.     Under  an  Order       TtRNER 
''  and  others. 

of  the  Court,  the  bankrupt  had  proved  against  his  own 
estate  for  402/.  14^.  7c/.,  in  respect  of  the  devastavit 
which  he  had  committed,  and  the  dividends  on  the  proof 
amounted  to  156/.  1^.  4c/.,  which  sum  was  to  abide  the 
further  direction  of  the  Court.  The  assignees  con- 
tended, that  a  dividend  only  was  payable  on  the  legacy 
of  100/.  (a). 

Mr.  Keene,  for  the  petition. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  for  the  assignees. 

Sir  John  Cross.  If  any  other  person  than  the  bank- 
rupt had  proved,  that  person  would  have  received  this 
156/.;  and  can  there  be  any  doubt  that  he  would  have 
had  to  pay,  in  the  first  place,  the  legacy  of  100/.,  and 
then  the  remainder  only  to  the  assignees,  as  the  bank- 
rupt's representatives  ?  The  petitioners  are  entitled  to 
100/.  of  the  156/.,  but  not  to  interest. 

Ordered  accordingly. 

(a)  See  Dyou  v.  Dyote,  i  P.  W. 305 ;  Es parte  Chadwin,  3  Swantt.  387 ; 
Willmott  w,  Jenkins,  1  Bea.  401 ;  Marrh  v.  Livie,  1  Y.  &  C.  N.C.  380. 
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1842. 

^^^^       Ex  parte  Marv  Anne  Moore  and  George  St.  John 

Serjmnu*  Inn,  Keel. — In  the  matter  of  Moore. 

Jumd. 

Residuary  per.   ThIS  was  the  petition  of  tlie  executrix  and  executor  of 

sontl  etUte  is  *^ 

bequeathed  to     the  will  of  Thomos  Glover,  deceased,  praying  that  the 

thetesutor's  -^        '  'r     j     & 

widow,  and  two  assicnees  might  be  ordered  to  deliver  up  a  part  of  the 

other  trustees,  *  ®  .  .  ^  . 

who  are  also  the  testator's  assets,  consisting  of  specific  articles  of  fiimi- 

executors  and 

executrix  of  the  ture,  of  which  the  assignees  had  taken  possession,  among 
to  be  converted,  Other  property  found  by  them  in  the  house  occupied  by 

with  til  possible  ^111 

speed, intomo.   the  bankrupt. 

out'in^the  puf-        "^'^^  petitioner,  Mary  Anne  Moore,  who  was  the  bank- 

nShy  for  the""'  *'"P^'*'  "^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^^  testator,  Thonuis  Ohmer, 
lives  of  the        ^hQ  djej  on  ^he  i5(\^  November  1828,  having  made  his 

widow  and  chu-  ** 

dren;  and  the     will  in  the  following  terms:  This  is  the  last  will  and  tcs- 

trustees  are  di- 

rected  to  pay      tament  of  me  Thomas  Glover,  late  of  HoUoway,  sui^eon. 

the  aunuity  to 

the  wife,  for  the  After  the  payment  of  all  my  just  debts  and  funeral  ex- 
benefit  of  the  penses,  I  give  and  bequeath  all  the  residue  of  my  pro- 
the  twulor's  ^^  pcrty  to  Mary  Ann  Glover,  my  lawful  wife,  also  to  John 
widow  L  per.  Glover,  senior,  of  Montague  Square,  London,  and  to 
Mtb^'tr^Jstel!  George  St.  John  Keel,  excise  officer,  London,  in  trust 
sessi^'on*'-  ^^  convert  the  same,  with  all  possible  speed,  into  money, 
cific  articles  of  ^nd  to  lay  out  the  same  in  the  purchase  of  an  annuity, 
of  the  residuary  for  the  lives  of  my  dear  wife  and  children,  on  govern- 

estate;  and  eight 

years  after  the    ment,  freehold,  or  Other  good  and  sufficient  security,  at 

testator's  death      ,,,..,.  . -,  <.  , 

she  marries  the  sole  discretion  of  my  said  trustees,  and  to  stand  pos- 
tbese  articles  tr  sessed  of  such  annuity  in  trust,  and  to  pay  the  same,  as 
house!'where*  *^  becomes  due,  unto  Mary  Ann  Glover,  for  the  sole  use 
chiidren^^fde  *"^  benefit  of  my  said  children ;  and  I  do  declare  that 
with  her;  and  ^}jg  receipt  of  my  trustees,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  in 
ir*s£*d*u^°°^  case  of  sale,  shall  be  a  sufficient  discharge  to  the  pur- 
comes bankrupt,  chascr  or  purchasers  of  such  annuity;  and  I  do  further 

Htld,  that  the  "^ 

trustees  of  the 

will  could  not  claim  the  furniture  from  the  assiniees. 
A  bankrupt's  wife,  failing  on  petition,  not  ordered  to  pay  costs. 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  617 

declare  and  appoint  the  said  Mary  Glover ^  John  Glover ^       1842. 
and   George  St.  John  Keele,  as  above  described,  ex-      -^^  ^^ 
ecutors  of  this  my  will.      In    witness  whereof,  &c.**       d^^^yl^. 
The  testator  left  one  son  and  two  daughters  him  sur- 
viving.   The  will  was  proved  by  the  petitioners  alone, 
power  being  reserved  for  the  other  executor  to  prove. 
No  sale  was  made  of  the  testator's  household  furniture, 
but  it  remained  in  the  possession  of  his  widow  and  the 
testator's  surviving  children,  who  had  continued  to  reside 
with  their  mother  ever  since  the  testator's  death. 

In  June  1836,  the  widow  married  the  bankrupt,  and 
thereupon  went  with  the  children  to  rebide  in  the  bank- 
rupt's house,  taking  with  her  the  household  furniture  of 
her  late  husband,  the  sale  of  which  the  petitioners  post- 
poned during  the  minority  of  the  children,  considering 
this  course  most  for  their  benefit. 

The  fiat  issued  on  the  3rd  January  184^. 

Mr.  Bacon,  in  support  of  the  petiUon.     The  rule  is 
clear,  that,  if  the  bankrupt  is  the  true  owner  as  trustee, 
and  his  possession  is  consistent  with  the  trust,  the  case 
does  not  fall  within  the*7Snd  section.    [Sir  John  Cross. 
How  can  the  possession  be  said  to  be  consistent  with  the 
trust,  when  the  will  directs  the  property  to  be  sold  vrith 
all  convenient  speed,  and  it  is  now  unsold  after  the  lapse 
of  fourteen  years?]    The  widow  was  entitled  to  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  property  during  her  life  for  the  benefit  of 
the  children,  and  if  the  executors  considered  it  for  the 
children's  advantage  that  the  sale  should  be  postponed, 
that  was  an  exercise  of  their  discretion,  which  can  only 
be  questioned  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  cestuis  que  trust.    No  Master  would  report 
in  this  case  that  a  sale  would  have  been  beneficial  to  the 
VOL.  II.  u  u 
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1842.  infants.  [Sir  John  Cross.  It  was  decided  in  the  case  of 
^"^  Quick  V.  Staines  (a),  that  if  an  executrix  use  the  goods 
Moonx       of  the  testator  as  her  own,  and  marry,  and  then  permit 

and  another. 

the  goods  to  be  treated  as  the  property  of  her  husband, 
they  may  be  taken  in  an  execution  against  him.]  Here 
the  property  was  held  by  the  widow,  as  trustee,  wliich  is 
different  from  the  case  of  a  mere  executrix ;  Ex  parU 
Martin(b).  The  law  is  settled  with  regard  to  a  trust  by 
Ex  parte  Horwood^c),  where  furniture  was  held  upon 
trust  for  a  widow  for  life,  and  after  her  deaths  for  her 
daughter.  The  trustee  assigned  it  to  a  second  husband 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  thereby  committing  a  breach  of 
trust;  and  although  the  second  husband  dealt  with  the 
furniture  as  his  own,  and  actually  sold  part  of  it,  his 
assignees,  on  his  becoming  bankrupt,  were  not  allowed 
to  retain  it.  The  Court  always  gives  effect  to  the  trust, 
and  does  not  suffer  it  to  be  affected  by  the  bankruptcy 
of  the  trustee,  where  the  property  can  be  distinguished; 
and  so  it  was  held  in  a  court  of  law  in  the  Earl  of 
Shaftesbury  v.  Russell  (cQ,  which  was  decided  upon  the 
statute  43  Geo.  3.  c.  99.  s.  38.,  whereby  collectors  of 
taxes  have  the  same  remedies  as  creditors  under  a  bank- 
ruptcy. It  was  there  held,  that  although  the  Duke  of 
Marlborough  had  the  apparent  ownership  of  the  furniture 
at  Blenheim,  yet  as  that  state  of  things  was  consistent 
with  the  provisions  of  his  settlement,  no  seizure  could 
be  made. 

Mr.  Randall,  for  the  assignees,  was  stopped  by  the 

Court. 

(a)  1  B.  &  p.  293,  and  see  OaskiU  v.  Manhall,  ^  Mo.  2e  Mtl.  139; 
and  £r  parte  Manty,  2  M.  &  A.  351. 
(6)  2R0.331. 

(c)  Mont.  &  M'Ar.  169 ;  Mont.  24,  S.  C.  on  appeal. 

(d)  1  B.  &  C.  666. 
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Sir  John  Cross.  In  182S,  that  is  to  say,  fourteen  184f. 
years  ago,  the  first  husband  of  Mrs.  Moore  appointed  ^  ^^^ 
her  his  executrix,  and  directed  the  residue  of  his  property  nd^^^^Lr 
to  be  conTerted  into  money  with  all  possible  speed,  and 
the  proceeds  to  be  laid  out  in  an  annuity.  Now,  instead 
of  converting  the  property  into  money,  according  to  this 
direction,  with  all  possible  speed,  no  itep  is  taken  to 
indicate  an  intention  of  carrying  the  direction  into  efiect ; 
but  the  widow  thought  fit,  considering  it  perhaps  to  be  for 
the  benefit  of  the  family,  though  of  that  I  cannot  judge, 
to  take  to  herself  this  property.  By  so  doing,  she  com- 
mitted a  devastavit^  and  made  the  goods  her  own.  She 
has  retained  them  for  fourteen  years  in  her  own  posses- 
sion, without  making  any  schedule  of  them,  or  doing  any 
thing  to  show  that  they  were  trust  property.  Eight 
years  afterwards  she  married  the  bankrupt,  and  upon 
that  occasion  this  property  was  not  scheduled  or  distin- 
guished in  any  way,  but  was  carried  by  her  to  the  house 
of  her  husband,  and  thenceforth  used  and  enjoyed  by 
him,  without  any  claim  being  set  up  to  them  as  trust 
property  until  this  bankruptcy  took  place.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  this  trust  was  never  considered  as  having 
any  existence  before  the  bankruptcy  occurred,  which  was 
fourteen  years  after  the  property  was  given  to  the  widow 
to  be  converted  into  money  as  soon  as  possible.  I  con- 
sider it  as  property  which  she  thus  appropriated  to  herself 
and  made  her  own.  She  was  responsible  to  the  children 
for  her  administration  of  the  estate,  and  of  course  did  not 
get  rid  of  that  responsibility  by  her  conversion  of  the 
property  to  her  own  use.  But  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
property,  as  regards  the  world  at  large,  had  long  since 
ceased  to  be  the  property  of  the  testator.  The  case  of 
Quick  V.  Staines  is  decisive  of  the  question;  there, 
vv2 
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184^.       exactly  as  occurred  in  this  case,  the  executrix  used  the 
^^^       goods  of  the  testator  as  her  own.  and  afterwards  married^ 

Ex  parte        ^ 

MooRB       and  then  used  the  goods  as  those  of  herself  and  her  bus- 

tnd  tnother. 

band ;  and  it  was  decided,  that  they  might  be  taken  in 

an  execution  against  the  husband.    Therefore,  by  the 

general  law,  independently  of  the  7Snd  section  of  the 

bankrupt  act,  the  point  is  settled  against  the  claim  of  the 

petitioners. 

Mr.  Randall  asked  for  costs. 

Mr.  Bacon  objected,  that  the  assignees  had  suggested 
a  petition  as  the  cheapest  mode  of  trying  the  question. 

Sir  John  Cross.  If  the  bankrupt  had  presented  this 
petition,  he  would  have  paid  no  costs,  and  I  conclude 
that  his  wife  is  no  better  able  to  pay  them. 

Petition  dismissed  without  costs. 


Smjeantt*  inu,  ^^  P^^^  Neale. — In  the  matter  of  Nealb. 

Ji4«e  4  and  20. 

A  Cominis-  X HE  question  in  this  case  was,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 

approved  of  the  ^n  act  of  bankruptcy,  which  was  alleged  to  have  been 

^""debtor  Committed  by  the  petitioner,  in  failing  to  comply  with 

vut!c,  no.  a:  ^'^®  requisitions  of  the  8th  section  of  the  act,  1  &  2  Vict.  c. 

lffido{llTAu'  **^'  ^^^  petitioner  submitting  that  he  had  fulfilled  those 

r^roJaf^*'"  requisitions,  and  praying  that  the  fiat  might  be  annulled. 

Quert;  if  he  The  affidavit  of  the  debt  and  trading  was  filed,  and 

mty  impose 

upon  the  debtor  the  petitioner  was  served  with  the  notice  prescribed  by 

the  terms  of  ' 

giving  the  ere-    the  act,  in  the  usual  way,  on  the  3rd  May  1842, 

ditor  two  days' 

notice,  before  offering  security. 
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At  five  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  33rd,  the  peti-        1842. 
tioner  caused  notice  to  be  served  at  the  office  of  the      ^^    ^^ 
London  agent  of  the  petitioning  creditor's  solicitor,  that       Nbals. 
he  should  attend  the  Commissioner  on  the  following 
day,  with  his    sureties;  whereupon    the  clerk  to   the 
London  agent  told  the  person  who  served  the  notice, 
that  the  notice  could  not  be  accepted,  as  one  of  the  pro- 
posed sureties  resided  in  Essex,  and  the  agent  would 
have  no  time  to  communicate  with  his  client,  who  lived 
also  in  Essex,  at  Billericay.    To  this  the  person  who 
served  the  notice  replied,  that  he  should  leave  the  notice 
and  attend  the  Commissioner,  according  to  the  terms  of 
it,  on  the  24th ;  and  if  the  Commissioner  should  raise 
any  objection  as  to  the  shortness  of  the  notice,  the  par- 
ties would  attend  again  on  the  S6th,  at  eleven  o'clock. 
He  added,  that  he  should  forthwith  proceed  to  Bille- 
ricay, to  serve  the  solicitor  for  the  petitioning  creditor 
himself  with  a  similar  notice.    This,  it  appeared,  was 
not  done ;  but  copies  of  the  notice,  and  also  of  the  affi- 
davits of  the  sureties,  which  accompanied  the  same,  were 
forwarded  by  the  post  to  the  solicitor  of  the  petitioning 
creditor,  on  the  evening  of  the  SSrd.    On  the  S4th,  the 
petitioner,  with   two   sureties,  attended   the   Commis« 
sioner ;  and,  no  one  appearing  on  behalf  of  the  petition- 
ing creditor,  a  bond  in  the  usual  form  was  executed,  in 
the  penal  sum  of  16002.,  and  was  approved  of  by  the 
Commissioner,  who  caused  his  approval  to  be  indorsed 
thereon  in  the  words  following: — **  24th  May  1842. 
Approved  of  by  me,  •/.  H.  Merivale.**    The  bond  having 
been  registered  in  the  office.  Was  delivered  on  the  same 
day  to  the  London  agent  of  the  petitioning  creditor's  so- 
licitor.    On  the  25th,  the  petitioning  creditor  and  his 
solicitor  attended  at  Basinghall  Street,  to  oppose  the 
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18i2.  sureties ;  but,  the  Cominissioner  not  being  in  attendance, 
^^"^  they  attended  again  on  the  26tb|  having  given  notice  of 
HBALt.  ^j^jf  intention  so  to  do  to  the  petitioner's  solicitor.  The 
Commissioner,  being  accordingly  attended  on  that  day 
by  the  solicitors  for  both  parties,  and  having  heard  the 
facts  stated  to  him  relative  to  the  service  of  the  notice  of 
attending  him,  as  well  as  to  the  approval  of  the  bond 
and  sureties,  and  having  heard  affidavits  read  impugning 
the  competency  and  responsibility  of  the  priqposed  sure- 
ties, decided,  that  his  approval  had  been  obtained  by 
misrepresentation,  and  that  the  proposed  sureties  were 
insufficient,  and  on  both  grounds  disallowed  the  bond 
and  his  approval  thereof,  which  he  accordingly  cancelled. 
The  registry  or  entry  of  his  approval  was  also  cancelled. 
A  docket  was  then  struck,  and,  upon  the  opening  of  the 
fiat,  the  facts  of  the  case  were  stated  to  Mr.  Commis- 
sioner Fonblanquef  the  Commissioner  to  whom  the  fiat 
was  referred,  who  was  of  opinion  that  a  valid  and  legal 
act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committedi  and  accordiBgly 
signed  the  adjudication. 

Mr.  BacoH^  for  the  petition.  All  that  is  required  by 
the  statute  is  for  the  debtor,  on  or  before  the  twenty- 
first  day,  to  enter  into  a  bond,  of  which  the  Commis- 
sioner approves.  That  was  done  here,  and  conseqoently 
no  act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed.  The  Commis- 
sioner had  no  jurisdiction,  after  the  twenty-one  days  bad 
expired,  to  recall  his  approval.  And  it  would  be  pro- 
ductive of  the  utmost  injustice,  if  he  could ;  for,  if  be 
manifested  his  disapproval  of  the  sureties  after  the 
twenty-first  day,  the  debtor  could  not  find  others,  the 
time  having  elapsed,  but  would  be  uretrievably  a  bank- 
rupt by  force  of  the  act. 
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Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Keene,  for  the  petitioning  1^^^* 
creditor.  The  Commissioner  has,  under  the  act,  the  Expute 
same  power  which  a  judge  of  the  superior  Courts  has  in 
taking  bail,  and  can  revoke  his  own  order,  if  he  have 
been  induced  to  make  it  by  misrepresentation.  In  this 
case,  he  was  informed  that  the  parties  were  on  friendly 
terms,  which  appeared  the  more  probable,  as  it  happens 
to  be  the  fact  that  the  petitioning  creditor  and  the  peti- 
tioner are  brothers.  The  Commissioner,  behind  the 
back  of  the  petitioning  creditor,  was  led  to  believe  that 
the  matter  had  been  arranged,  and  that  no  opposition 
was  intended  to  be  ofl^ed  to  the  bail.  When  he  dis« 
covered  the  fraud  which  had  been  practised  on  him,  and 
found  that  the  bail  were  altogether  insufficient,  he  for- 
mally recalled  that  act  of  his  which  could  not  in  fact  be 
valid,  having  been  procured  to  be  done  through  fraud. 
But  for  this  misrepresentation,  the  allowance  could  never 
have  been  obtained,  inasmuch  as,  by  the  rule  adopted 
by  the  Commissioners,  two  days'  notice  must  be  given  to 
the  creditor  before  bail  is  tendered.  [Sir  J.  Cross.  Is 
there  any  thing  in  the  act  to  render  the  observance  of  such 
a  rule  necessary?]  It  is  clear,  that  the  legislature  could 
not  have  intended  that  the  proceeding  should  take  place, 
ex  parte;  and  the  Commissioner,  who  is  by  the  terms  of 
the  statute  to  be  satisfied  with  the  security,  may  take 
such  means  as  he  deems  necessary  to  satisfy  his  mind 
on  the  subject.  [Sir  J.  Cross.  That  is  to  say,  the  Com- 
missioner may  decline  doing  what  the  act  entitles  the 
debtor  to  demand  of  him,  unless  two  days'  notice  is 
given.  If  so, he  might,  if  he  thought  fit,  require  twenty- 
one  days'  notice.]  The  fraud  which  has  been  practised 
is  quite  sufficient  to  invalidate  the  approval  of  the  bail ; 
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1842.  for  it  has  been  long  ago  decided,  that  fraud  will  vitiate 
Ex  ptrte  ^  judicial  proceeding  of  the  moat  solemn  kind;  Dmckm 
Neale.       qJ  Kingstoris  ca8e{a). 

Mr.  Bacon,  in  reply. 

Cur.  ado.  vuU. 

June  20.  gj^  JouN  Cross.    The  questioo  in  this  case  is,  whe- 

ther the  petitioner  has  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  for  abolishing  arrest* 

By  the  8th  section  of  that  act,  it  is  enacted,  that  if  any 
creditor,  having  a  debt  of  100/.  owing  to  him  by  a  traderi 
shall  file  an  affidavit  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  that 
such  debt  is  due,  and  shall  do  certain  other  things,  all 
which  have  in  this  case  been  done,  then,  unless  the 
trader  shall  pay  or  secure  the  debt,  or  enter  into  a  bond 
for  the  performance  of  certain  other  acts,  together  with 
two  sufficient  sureties,  as  a  Cammusianer  of  that  Court 
shall  approve,  he  shall  be  deemed  to  have  committed  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  on  the  22nd  day  after  service  of  notice 
upon  him  of  the  filing  of  such  affidavit.  Now  it  appears, 
that  such  notice  was  served  on  the  petitioner  on  the  3rd 
day  of  May ;  and  it  is  agreed,  that  the  S4th  of  May  was 
the  twenty-second  day  on  which  the  petitioner  was  liable 
to  be  deemed  to  have  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  in 
default  of  performing  the  requisites  of  the  statute.  But, 
on  the  preceding  day,  the  petitioner  had  with  two  sure- 
ties actually  entered  into  the  bond  required,  and  produced 
the  same  together  with  an  affidavit  of  justification,  as  of 
bail  in  an  action  of  law ;  and  the  Commissioner  then  and 
there  approved  the  bond,  and  indorsed  his  approval  and 
name  thereon.  And  the  bond  was  then  on  the  same, 
(a)  20  Howeirs  Sute  Trials,  638. 
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that  is,  the  twenty-first,  day,  delivered  to  the  solicitor  for  1842. 
the  creditor.  But  two  days  afterwards,  that  is,  on  the  £^  ^^^^ 
twenty-fourth  day,  an  exception  was  taken  on  the  part 
of  the  creditor  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties;  and,  on 
hearing  the  exception,  the  Commissioner  disapproved  of 
the  bond,  and  cancelled  the  indorsement  of  his  approval. 
And  the  default  of  entering  into  a  sufficient  bond,  or 
paying  or  securing  the  debt  within  the  appointed  time,  is 
the  alleged  act  of  bankruptcy  on  which  the  fiat  is  founded. 
Now,  under  these  circumstances,  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
petitioner  had  not  committed  any  act  of  bankruptcy  on 
the  twenty-second  day,  he  having  then  done  all  that  the 
law  required ;  and  I  think,  that,  after  the  expiration  of  the 
twenty-one  days,  the  Commissioner  was  functus  officio, 
and  it  was  not  competent  for  him  at  any  future  time  to 
revoke  his  approval,  and  thereby  make  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, which  had  otherwise  no  existence.  I  am  there- 
fore of  opinion,  that  the  petitioner  has  committed  no  act 
of  bankruptcy  in  respect  of  the  bond,  and  that  the  fiat 
must  be  annulled,  and  the  costs  paid  by  the  petitioning 
creditor. 


£x  parte  Edwards.— In  the  matter  of  Ayshford  Wise 
and  others. 

Seijiantt*  Inn, 

This  was  a    petition,  praying,  that    the    assignees  ^  customer 
might  be  directed  to  pay  over  to  the  petitioner  the  pro-  deposiu  with  a 
ceeds  of  two  bills  of  exchange  for  600/.  and  400/.,  which  for  iooo<.,m. 

dorsed  by  him, 

he  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  under  the  following  circum-  for  the  amount 

_,_-,_  ,o^-,  ..  1.    1  of  which  it  was 

Stances.    On  the  28th  June  1841,  the  petitioner  applied  agreed  heshould 

draw,  the 
bankers  refusing  to  discount  them.    The  customer  onl^  draws  for  6St,,  and  the  bankers  employ 
a  broker  to  discount  the  bills,  and  become  bankrupt  m  less  than  three  weeks  after  they  were 
originally  deposited  with  them  by  the  costomer.    Held,  that  the  coatomer  Was  entiUed  to  the 
proceeds  of  the  bills. 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

1S42.       to  Wiu  &  Co.,  who  wei€  iMmkerii  to  diaoonai  the 
above  bills ;  which  they  declined  to  do,  but  said  thai  if  the 
Edwards,     petitioner  would  pay  them  into  their  banking  hoiitey  he 
might  draw  on  the  account    The  petitioner  aeoordiii^y 
paid  the  bills  into  the  bankers,  after  prenoosly  indorsiiig 
them ;  and  it  was  agreed  that  he  shodd  notdraw  out  the 
amount  of  the  4002.  Ull,  untU  the  600^  bill  waa  paid. 
The  bankers  entered  them  as  bills  in  their  IkhAm,  aod 
not  as  cash.    The  petidoner  afterwards  drew  two  checks 
on  the  bankers  for  40/.  and  65t,  but  the  last  chedc  waa 
paid  in  part  by  a  bill  for  402.,  which  was  never  paid ;  ao 
that  the  petitioner  received,  in  fiict,  only  6S{.  finr  his 
1000/.  bills;  and  he  had  moveover  an  action  brought 
against  him  by  the  holder  of  the  40/.  bill,  which  he  waa 
obliged  to  settle,  and  pay  the  costs  of  the  actton.     On 
the  16th  July  1841,  the  bankers  stopped  payment;  when 
the  petitioner  applied  to  tiiem  for  his  two  bills,  but  he 
was  told  they  were  sent  to  a  Mr.  Tkcmton  BeniM,  in 
London,  to   get  them  discounted.    It  appeared,  that 
Bentell  sent  them  t6r  the  same  purpose  to  SoMnders 
8c  Co.  of  Exeter,  who  declined  to  discount  them.    The 
petitioner  gave  notice  to  Bentell  and  Saunders  8c  Co.,  not 
to  part  with  the  bills,  and  claiming  them  as  his  pro- 
perty ;  and  he  also  filed  a  bill  in  Chancery  against  those 
parties  and  the  bankrupts,  to  compel  them  to  deliver  up 
the  bills,  or  account  for  the  proceeds.    The  amount  of 
the  bills  had  been  since  received  by  Saunders  6l  Co., 
which  the  petitioner  now  claimed  as  against  the  asaigneest 
minus  the  66/.,  together  with  the  costs  of  the  suit  in 
Chancery,  and  of  the  action  on  the  40/.  bill. 

In  answer  to  the  allegations  in  the  petition,  it  waa 
sworn  by  Baker,  one  of  the  bankrupts^  that  it  was  not 
the  custom  of  dealing  of  the  bank^  to  treat  any  bills  paid 
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in  by  a  customer  as  short  bills,  but  to  consider  all  those        l^^^- 
paid  in  by  any  one  as  the  property  of  the  banki  and  to      £,  parte 
be  paid  in  on  the  customer's  general  account;  that  in 
keeping  their  accounts  they  had  not,  like  many  other 
bankers,  a  cash  column  and  a  bill  column  in  their  books, 
but  that  it  was  their  practice  to  blend  both  bills  and  cash. 

Mr.  Bacon,  and  Mr.  FoUett,  in  support  of  the  petition, 
contended,  that,  as  the  bills  were  not  discounted  by  the 
bankrupts,  they  must  be  considered  as  the  property  of 
the  petitioner,  within  the  principle  of  all  the  cases  relating 
to  short  bills.  The  bankers  had  not  proved,  as  it  was 
incumbent  on  them  to  do,  that  the  bills  were  to  be  con- 
sidered as  cash,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  party  depo- 
siting them  ;  JEx  parte  Sargeant  (a).  It  is  immaterial 
that  the  petitioner  indorsed  them;  for  that  would  not 
give  the  bankers  a  right  to  dispose  of  them  in  the  way 
in  which  they  have  applied  them ;  Ex  parte  Armt- 
eteadifi).  And  in  one  case,  though  the  bankers  charged 
discount  on  bills  paid  in  by  their  customer,  it  was  held 
that  they  had  no  right  to  negociate  them;  JEx  parte 
B(md{c).  In  that  case,  the  petitioner  deposited  India 
bills  with  her  bankers,  specially  indorsed  by  her  to  re- 
ceive the  amount  when  due;  the  balance  of  the  petitioner's 
banking  account,  exclusive  of  the  amount  of  the  bills, 
being  then  in  her  favour,  and  continuing  so  up  to  the 
bankruptcy  of  the  bankers;  the  bankers  charged  dis- 
count on  their  bills  in  their  account  with  the  petitioner, 
who  might  have  drawn  on  them  for  the  amount,  it  being 
the  custom  of  the  bankers  to  consider  ordinary  bills  so 
deposited  as  cash ;  the  bankers  paid  the  bills  away  to 
a  creditor,  with  whom  the  assignees  afterwards  settled 

(a)  1  Rom,  153.    (b)  2  0.  &  J.  371.       (c)  1  Mont.  Deac.  &  D.  10. 
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1842.  an  account^  charging  him  with  the  amount  of  the  bills, 
p.^  ^  and  receiving  from  him  a  balance  due  to  the  estate ;  and  it 
Edwards.  ^^8  held|  that  the  petitioner  was  entitled  to  be  reimbursed 
the  whole  amount  of  the  bills  from  the  assignees.  The 
present  case  is  not  so  strong  as  that ;  and,  as  there  is  here 
nothing  to  shew  that  the  bankers  were  authorized  by  the 
petitioner  to  deal  with  the  bills  as  their  own,  the  assignees 
of  the  bankers  are  accountable  for  the  proceeds ;  Jombart 
V.  WooUett  (a).  Theni  the  Court  will  not  forget,  that,  io 
less  than  three  weeks  after  the  bankrupts  obtained  pos- 
session of  these  bills,  they  stopped  payment,  having 
thought  proper  in  the  mean  time  to  dispose  of  the  bills, 
for  which,  though  amounting  to  1000/.,  the  petitioner  had 
only  received  the  value  of  65/. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Keene,  for  the  assignees^ 
The  question  is  put  on  a  wrong  ground  by  the  other 
side,  the  point  to  be  determined  by  the  Court  is,  not 
whether  the  property  in  the  bills  passed  to  the  bankrupts, 
but  whether  the  bankrupts  had  power  to  dispose  of  the 
bills.  The  present  case  is  distinguishable  from  all  the 
cases  that  have  been  cited.  In  those  cases  there  had 
been  a  balance  in  the  hands  of  the  bankers.  In  Ex 
parte  Armitstead,  for  instance,  it  is  specifically  stated, 
that  there  was  a  cash  balance  in  favour  of  ArmUitead. 
But,  in  this  case,  there  was  no  cash  balance  at  all.  For 
what  purpose  were  the  bills  indorsed,  but  to  enable  the 
bankers  to  deal  with  them  as  they  thought  fit?  The 
petitioner  was  enabled  to  draw  on  the  bankers  for  the 
amount  of  these  bills,  in  the  same  manner  precisely  as  if 
cash  to  that  amount  had  been  paid  into  the  bank.  He 
has  drawn  on  them,  and  cannot  now  be  allowed  to  say, 
(o)  2  Myl.  6l  Cr.  389. 


\ 
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that  the  bills  were  merely  deposited  to  receive  the  amount  '***• 
when  due.  Was  the  petitioner  to  be  permitted  to  draw  £,  parte 
on  the  bankers  for  the  amount  of  the  bills,  and  were 
they  to  be  prevented  from  making  use  of  them  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  themselves  with  funds  to  pay  the 
petitioner's  drafts?  With  respect  to  what  has  been  said 
about  the  bankers  stopping  payment  so  soon  after  the 
bills  were  delivered  to  them,  there  is  no  such  evidence  of 
their  insolvency,  as  to  make  it  a  fraud  on  their  part  to 
have  received  the  bills  from  the  petitioner.  [Sir  John 
Cross.  Had  the  bankers  authority  to  negociate  the  bills, 
— unless  you  can  prove  that  the  petitioner  said  to  them, 
"Although  you  will  not  discount  the  bills,  you  may 
nevertheless  dispose  of  them  as  your  property  ?"]  We 
submit,  that  the  bankrupts  had  such  an  implied  authority, 
from  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  In  JSx  parte 
Bond  (a),  your  Honour  said,  "  Did  the  petitioner  draw 
out  any  money,  after  the  deposit  of  these  bills  ?  That 
would  shew,  whether  they  were  paid  in  as  cash,  or  were 
merely  deposited  to  present,  when  due."  Now,  in  this 
case,  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  other  banking  account 
between  the  parties  than  on  these  two  bills ;  the  bills 
themselves  were  the  foundation  of  the  banking  account. 
The  petitioner,  on  the  credit  of  these  bills,  and  these 
alone,  opens  an  account  with  the  bankers ;  and  Baker 
states  in  his  affidavit,  that  it  was  not  the  custom  of  the 
bank  to  treat  any  bills  paid  in  as  short  bills,  nor  to  have 
a  cash  column  and  a  bill  column  in  their  books,  but  to 
blend  both  bills  and  cash  in  one  account. 

Mr.  Cameron  appeared  for  Saunders  &  Co. 

Sir  John  Cross.    The  main  question  for  the  Court 
(o)  1  Mont.  Deac  &  D.  13. 


630  CASES  JN  BANKRUPTCY. 

1842.  to  decide  is,  to  whom  did  these  two  bUb  belong?  Were 
^^"^  they  the  property  of  the  petitioner,  or  of  the  bankrupts  ? 
EDWARDe.  i^  appears,  that  on  the  38th  June  the  petitioner  applied 
to  the  bankers  to  discount  the  bills,  which  they  dediued 
to  do,  but  said  that  he  might  draw  on  them,  if  he  would 
deposit  the  bills  with  thenu  The  bills  were  accordingly 
delivered  to  the  bankers,  to  be  held  by  them  as  a  security 
for  any  sum  which  he  might  draw  for.  Under  these 
circumstances,  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  petitioner  did  not 
part  with  his  property  in  the  bills.  It  is  stated  by  Baker 
in  his  affidavit,  that  although  the  bankers  reftised  to  dis- 
count the  bills,  the  petitioner  might  draw  on  them  at 
once  for  the  full  amount.  But,  was  it  posmble  that  his 
drafts  would  have  been  honoured,  when  the  bankrupts 
were  then  in  a  state  of  insolvency  ?  A  subtle  distincdon 
has  been  drawn  between  an  actual  transfer  of  property 
in  the  bills,  and  an  authority  of  the  bankers  to  deal  inth 
them  as  their  own  ;  and  it  has  been  contended,  that  the 
last  may  exist,  without  the  first.  But,  unless  the  peti- 
tioner parted  with  his  property  in  the  bills,  the  bankers 
could  have  no  authority  whatever  to  deal  with  them  as 
their  own.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  bills  were  the 
property  of  the  petitioner,  when  he  lefl  them  with  the 
bankrupts,  and  still  continued  his  property,  when  they 
thought  proper  to  dispose  of  them ;  and  that,  as  JBeHtaWs 
lien  has  been  satisfied,  the  proceeds  of  the  bills  belong 
to  the  petitioner. 

The  Order  was,  that  the  petitioner  was  entitled 
to  receive  the  sum  of  935/.  from  Saunders  &  Co., 
after  deducting  their  costs  in  the  chancery  srnt; 
and  that  the  balance  of  the  lOOOZ.  should  be 
paid  by  Saunders  k  Co.  to  the  assignees,  on  pay- 
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ment  by  the  assignees  of  Saunders  &  Co.'s  costs  1842. 

of  this  application.    The  assignees  to  pay  the  £,    rte 

costs  of  this  petition^  but  not  the  costs  of  the  ^dwabds. 
suit  in  chancery  or  at  law. 


Ex  parte  Rorie. — In  the  matter  of  Coplestone. Seriunu*  i 

rw^  June  7. 

IHIS  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor  to  prove  for  the  Although  a  ere- 
sum  of  188t,  the  proof  for  which  had  been  rejected  by  diK*'?^^ 
the  Commissioner,  on  the  ground  of  the  debt  being  j^SSSae  Sf^^ 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  being  founded  ^^g|^/^  ^® 
on  a  voluntary  judgment.    It  appeared,  that  the  peti-  insolvent 

°  rr  »  r  Debtore' Act,  is 

tioner  had  proved  another  debt  for  1752.  under  the  fiat;  not  prevented 

from  proving  for 

and  that  the  debt,  the  proof  for  which  was  rejected,  was  the  baitnce  of 
contracted  before  the  30th  March  1832,  on  which  day  asubM^ue'nt'^ 
the  bankrupt,  without  the  knowledge  or  privity  of  the  inMl^T,'yet^ 
petitioner,  executed  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  il folSiMlm' 
judgment  in  favour  of  the  petitioner  for  the  sum  of  IiJ^^'^Lj^n 
SOO/.,  and  caused  judgment  to  be  entered  up,  and  execu-  ^^^*»« /solvent, 
tion  issued  on  such  warrant  of  attorney:  under  which,  thereon  entered 

up  by  him,  m 

after  payment  of  all  costs,  a  sum  of  12L  only  was  re-  fnui  of  his  cie- 

'^^  ^  dito«,the 

covered  by  the  bankrupt's  soUcitor.    The  solicitor  then  creditor  cannot 

./.  ,,  ..  ,        ,.  .  1,**  t^®**  wye  for 

informed  the  petitioner,  that  this  was  intended  ''  to  pro-  the  balance 
tect  the  bankrupt's  effects,  and  to  secure  the  petitioner."  ^ent  fiat 
The  petitioner  alleged,  that  this  was  the  only  informar 
tion  he  ever  received  of  the  warrant,  judgment,  or  exe- 
cution, and  that  he  stated  to  the  solicitor,  in  answer,  that 
he  was  willing  to  take  a  dividend  vrith  the  other  creditors. 
Shortly  after  these  transactions,  the  bankrupt  took  the 
benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  and  inserted  the  above  debt 
in  his  schedule,  and  also  stated,  contrary  to  the  fact,  that 
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1842.        the  petitioner  had  sold  the  goods  under  the  execution. 
^"^^"^       The  petitioner  at  first  applied  to  prove  for  the  188i,  as 
RoRiE.       a  simple  contract  debt,  which  was  rejected  by  the  Com- 
missioner ;  and  he  made  a  second  application,  claiming  to 
prove  on  the  judgment,  which  was  also  rejected,  on  the 
ground  that  the  judgment  was  voluntary. 

Mr.  Anderdon^  in  support  of  the  petition.  The  war- 
rant of  attorney  in  this  case  was  given  for  a  good  con- 
sideration. And,  if  any  objection  is  to  be  made  to 
the  right  of  proof,  on  the  ground  that  the  bankrupt  has 
taken  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  and  has  inserted 
the  above  debt  in  his  schedule,  that  objection  cannot  be 
allowed  to  prevail ;  for  it  has  been  decided,  that  a  ere- 
ditor,  under  such  circumstances,  may  prove  for  the 
balance  due  to  him  under  a  subsequent  fiat  issued 
against  his  debtor,  and  is  entitled  to  receive  dividends, 
pari  passu,  with  the  other  creditors  of  the  bankrupt, 
without  any  reference  to  the  sources  firom  which  the 
whole  divisible  fund  is  derived;  JSx  parte  Fenwick{a). 
[Sir  John  Cross.  The  question  is  here,  not  whether  a 
judgment  creditor,  whose  debt  is  inserted  in  an  insolvent's 
schedule,  can  sue  out  execution  on  his  judgment,  but 
whether  the  judgment  is  not  evidence  of  the  debt.]  A 
scheduled  creditor  of  an  insolvent  debtor  can  not  only 
prove  his  debt  under  a  subsequent  fiat,  but  he  may  even 
sue  out  a  fiat  as  petitioning  creditor  against  the  insolvent; 
Ex  parte  Barrington  (&)•  There  is  nothing  in  the  In- 
solvent Debtors'  Act,  to  prevent  a  party  from  pursuing 
his  remedy  in  bankruptcy. 

Mr.  Webster,  contrd.    No  scheduled  creditor  under 
(a)  2  Deac.  27.  (6)  2  Konu  &  A.  255. 


RORIE. 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  63S 

an  insolvency  can  prove  under  a  subsequent  fiat,  unless  1842. 
he  has  done  all  that  he  can  to  receive  his  debt  under  the  ^^  parte 
insolvency.  But  a  judgment^  void  under  the  Insolvent 
Acty  cannot  be  treated  as  a  valid  judgment  under  a  fiat. 
All  that  is  decided  by  the  cases  referred  to  is^  that  the 
circumstance  of  a  creditor  availing  himself  of  the  Insol- 
vent Debtors'  Act  does  not  destroy  the  debt ;  but  those 
decisions  do  not  apply  to  the  circumstances  of  this  case. 
Here,  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  void,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Act.  By  the  3Snd 
section  of  that  act,  7  Geo,  4.  c.  57.,  if  any  party,  who 
takes  the  benefit  of  the  act,  shall,  within  three  months 
before  the  commencement  of  his  imprisonment,  or  with 
the  view  of  petitioning  for  his  dischage,  being  then  in 
insolvent  circumstances,  voluntarily  convey,  assign,  or 
make  over  any  property  or  security,  to  or  in  trust  for  any 
creditor,  every  such  conveyance  or  assignment  is  declared 
to  be  void,  as  against  the  assignees  of  the  party.  And 
it  has  been  decided,  that  a  warrant  of  attorney  given  to 
a  particular  creditor,  by  one  who  at  the  time  intended  to 
take  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  is  a  charge 
on  property,  or  a  transfer  of  it  by  assignment,  within  the 
7  Geo.  4.  c.  57.;  Sharpe  v.  Thomas  {a)  \  and  that  the 
statute  applies  to  assignments  made  at  any  time  previous 
to  the  imprisonment,  with  the  view  of  petitioning  the 
Court  for  a  discharge,  and  not  merely  to  such  as  are 
made  within  three  months  before  the  commencement  of 
such  imprisonment ;  Beche  v.  Smith  (b). 

Mr,  AnderdoTiy  in  reply. 

Cur.  ad.  vult. 

(a)  6  Bing.  416.  (b)  2  Mees.  &  W.  191. 

VOL.  II.  X  X 


Jum  20. 
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1842.  Sir  John  Cross.    The  petitioner  claims  to  beacre- 

£x  parte       ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  debts^  one  of  175/.  which  has  been  admitted^ 
RoRiB.       ^^^  another  for  188/.  which  has  been  rejected  by  the 
Commissioners,  as  being  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions.   The  petitioner  states,  that  the  debt  in  question 
was  contracted  prior  to  the  30th  March  18^;  that  od 
that  day  the  bankrupt,  without  the  knowledge  or  prifity 
of  the  petitioner,  executed  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  gob- 
fess  judgment  in  favour  of  the  petitioner  for  the  sum  of 
SOO/.,  including  the  said  debt;   and  that  the  bankrupt 
caused  judgment  to  be  entered  up  and  execution  sued 
out,  under  which,  after  payment  of  expenses  and  other 
charges,  a  sum  of  121.  was  recovered  by  the  bankrupt's 
solicitor  employed  in  that  transaction.    That  the  soli- 
citor then  by  letter  informed  the  petitioner,  that  all  this 
had  been  done  ''  to  protect  the  bankrupt's  efieots,  and 
to  secure  the  petitioner."    And  the  petitioner  says,  that 
such  letter  was  the  only  intimation  he  ever  reodved 
of  the  warrant,  judgment,  or  execution;  and  that  in 
answer  to  that  letter  he  merely  stated,  that  he  was  willing 
to  take  a  dividend  with  the  other  creditors;  but  he  does 
not  suggest  that  he  made  any  objection  to  what  had  been 
done.    That,  shortly  afterwards,  the  bankrupt  took  the 
benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Act,  and  inserted  the 
debt  in  his  schedule,  and  also  stated,  contrary  to  the 
fact,  that  the  petitioner  had  sold  the  goods  under  the 
execution.     The  petitioner  at  first  tendered  his  claim 
for  this  as  a  simple  contract  debt,  but  it  was  rejected  as 
being  barred  by  the  statute.     And  the  petitioner  states, 
that,  having   afterwards  recollected  the  judgment,  he 
applied  to  the  Commissioners  again  to  have  it  allowed 
as  a  judgment  debt,  but  they  again  rejected  it.       In 
support  of  the  petition,  it  was  contended  that  this  is  a 
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judgment  debt«  and,  as  such^  not  barred  by  the  statute.        1842. 
But  it  appears  to  me^  that  the  judgment  was  entered  up       „    ^^^ 
by  the  bankrupt  for  his  own  purposes^  in  fraud  of  his       Rorie. 
creditors^  and  that^  although  the  petitioner  might  never- 
theless avail  himself  of  it  as  against  the  bankrupt^  he 
cannot  avail  himself  of  it  in  competition  with  the  cre- 
ditors^ whom  it  was  intended  to  defraud^  and  that  the 
debt  is  barred  by  the  statute.    I  am  therefore  of  opinion^ 
that  the  Commissioners  did  right  in  rejecting  the  proofs 
and  that  this  petition  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


Ex  parte  Walters. — In  the  matter  of  Hand. 

Setjeantt*  Inn, 

IHIS  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor  to  stay  the  allow-  itisnoobjec- 
ance  of  the  bankrupt's  certificate,  on  the  ground  that  he  io°wanw  onhe 
had  not  properly  accounted  for  monies  received  by  him  ufictte^'hathe 
after  he  became  bankrupt,  and  that  there  was  an  irre-  ^"  received 

*  money  amce  hia 

gularity  in  obtaining  the   signatures   of  the   Commis-  bankrupicy,  as  a 
sioners.     It  appeared  that  the  bankrupt,  since  his  bank-  valuing  tithes, 

which  he  has 

ruptcy,  had  been  employed  as  a  surveyor  in  valuing  not  accounted 

for  to  hia  assig- 

tithes,  and  that  the  money  he  earned  by  this  employ-  nees;  such 

money  being 

ment,  which  it  was  not  proved  was  more  than  sufficient  considered  as 
for  the  decent  maintenance  of  himself  and  his  family,  he  personal  labour. 
had  not  paid  over  or  accounted  for  to  his  assignees.  It 
was  alleged  also  in  the  petition,  that  the  bankrupt,  on  the 
16th  April  184S,  procured  the  signatures  of  only  two  of 
the  Commissioners,  and  that  they  afterwards  sent  it  to  the 
third  Commissioner,  who  signed  and  sealed  it  apart  from 
the  two  others;  that  there  was  no  memorandum  filed  on 
the  proceedings  of  the  execution  of  the  certificate  by  the 
Commissioners ;  and  that  there  had  been  no  list  of  the 
xx2 
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1842.        creditors  exhibited  to  the  Commissioners^  to  enable  them 
Ex  parte       ^^  ascertain  whether  a  sufficient  number  of  creditors, 

who  had  proved  debts  to  the  amount  of  20L,  had  signed 

the  certificate. 

Mr.  Bacon  was  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Jekkins,  contra,  contended  that  the  money  re- 
ceived by  the  bankrupt  was  merely  the  fruits  of  his 
personal  labour,  and  that  he  was  not  therefore  bound  to 
account  to  his  assignees  for  any  money  which  he  had 
thus  earned. 

Sir  John  Cross.  It  is  not  stated,  that  a  suffidrat 
number  of  creditors  in  number  and  value  have  not 
signed  the  certificate;  and  it  is  not  usual  for  the  Com- 
missioners to  allow  it,  until  they  are  satisfied  that  the 
requisite  number  of  creditors  have  signed  it.  I  must 
take  it  for  granted,  therefore,  that  the  Commissioners 
would  not  have  signed  it,  unless  they  were  perfectly 
satisfied  of  that  fact.  As  to  the  money  which  the  bank- 
rupt received  for  his  services  as  a  surveyor  in  the  valua- 
tion of  tithes,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  such  monies  were 
received  by  him  in  respect  of  his  personal  labour,  and 
that  he  was  therefore  not  liable  to  account  for  them  to 
his  assignees.  And  I  do  not  think  that  there  is  sufficient 
weight  in  the  other  objections,  to  justify  a  creditor  in  thus 
opposing  the  allowance  of  the  bankrupt's  certificate. 

Petition  dismissed,  with  costs  (a). 

(«)  See  Emms  v.  Brmtn,  1  Etp.  70;   WM  v.  ifertf,  7  T.  B.  tX\ 
Cnfim  ▼.  PmU,  1  B.  &  Adol.  568;  1  Dbm.B.  U  SSK 


I 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  637 

1842. 
Ex  parte  George  Thomas  Robert  Reynal  and  others.        -^-^^ 

—  In  the  matter  of  Frederick  Gye  and  Richard 

Hughes. SeijeanU*  inn, 

June  8. 

This  was  a  petition  of  creditors  to  reverse  an  Order  The  petitioners, 

being  equitable 

of  a  Commissioner  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  mortgagees  of 

certain  property 
reduction  of  a  proof.  of  thebaokrapts. 

By  indenture  of  mortgage^  dated  the  27th  November  usual  Order  for 
1826,  and  made  between  the  bankrupts  of  the  one  part,  property,  with 
and  the  petitioners   of  the  other  part,  the  bankrupts  and^to  proveVor 
covenanted  to  surrender  to  the  use  of  the  petitioners  ThValw^held 
certain  copyhold  premises,  called  Vauxhall  Gardens,  for  J^jj^°{^°^  ^^ 
securing  the  sum  of  7000/.  and  interest ;  and  the  bank-  i*»e  bankrupts 

^  for  the  payment 

rupts  jointly  and  severally  covenanted  to  pay  the  mortgage  of  the  mortgage 
money  and  interest.     There  was  also  a  proviso,  that  if,  petitioners  ob- 

,     .       tained  the  usual 

after  any  default  in  the  payment  of  an  half  year  s  in-  Order  in  the 

n  1  11  1      n         1  case  of  an  equit- 

terest  for  more  than  one  calendar  month  after  the  same  able  mortgage, 
should  become  due,  the  petitioners  should  require  pay-  bid,  and  prove 
ment  of  the  principal  and  interest,  and  the  same  should  c^enc^;  and  the 
not  be  paid  within  the  space  of  six  calendar  months,  the  ^'Jne ofthe*^ 
petitioners  might  then  sell  and  dispose  of  the  property,  ^gu^  amount 
By  another  indenture,  dated  the  28th  November  1826,  '??  "f  ^Jy  jo 

•^  the  whole  debt. 

the  bankrupts  executed  a  similar  mortgage  to  the  peti-  '^«f'(.  <*»a^  ^he 

petitioners  could 

tioners,  for  securing  to  them  the  payment  of  the  further  noi,  under  these 

circumstances, 
sum  of  7000Z.  and  interest ;  and  on  the  29th  November  prove  against 

1826,  the  bankrupts  also  executed  another  indenture  in  estates  on  the 
all  respects  similar  to  the  two  others,  for  securing  the  fuii  amount  of 
further  sum  of  8000/.  and  interest.  oo^^  for  the  de- 

At  the  times  of  executing  these  several  indentures  of  fied  b^thrpro-* 
mortgage,  the  bankrupts  also  executed  their  joint  and  ^^'°^^**® 
several  bonds  to  the  petitioners  for  the  respective  prin- 
cipal sums  therein  mentioned.     And,  shortly  after  the 
execution  of  the  several  mortgage  securities,  the  bank« 
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1842.        rupts  made  a  conditional  surrender  of  the  property  to 

g^P^        the  petitioners. 

'd''' h*"^  On  the  5th  of  June  1840  a  joint  fiat  in  bankruptcy 

was  issued  against  Gye  and  Hughes. 

On  the  21st  July  1840  the  petitioners  obtained  all 
Order  of  the  Court  of  Review,  declaring  them  to  be 
equitable  mortgagees  of  the  property  in  question,  and 
directing  a  reference  to  the  Commissioner  to  take  an 
account  of  the  principal  and  interest  due  to  the  peti- 
tioners in  respect  of  their  several  securities,  and  that  the 
property  should  be  sold,  with  liberty  for  the  petitioners 
to  bid  at  the  sale.     And  in  case  the  Commissioner 
should  find  that  any  part  of  the  property  was  claimed  by 
the  assignees,  either  as  part  of  the  present  estate  of  ^ 
bankrupts,  or  as  being  in  their  possession,  order,  or  dis- 
position at  the  time  of  their  bankruptcy*  the  Commis- 
sioner was  to  state  that  fact,  and  keep  a  distinct  account 
of  the  monies  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  property  so 
claimed.     There  were  then  the  usual  directions  as  to  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale,  with  liberty  for  the  petitioners  to 
prove  for  any   deficiency,  reserving  further  directions, 
with  liberty  for  either  of  the  parties  to  apply. 

The  Commissioners  certified,  that  there  were  due  to 
the  petitioners  three  several  sums  of  7156/.  6f.  8rf, 
7i?43/.  16$.  8^.,  and  7331/.  &.  Sd. ;  and  that  the  assig- 
nees  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  all  the  fixtures  upon  the 
mortgaged  premises;  but  the  Commissioner  decided  that 
the  same  were  not  any  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
bankrupts,  nor  goods  or  chattels,  within  the  stalnte  re- 
lating to  bankrupts,  to  which  the  assignees  were  entitled, 
as  being  in  the  possession,  order,  or  dispoaitioQ  of  the 
bankrupts  at  the  time  of  their  bankruptcy,  and  that  die 
mortgagees  were  entitled  to  the  i 


^ 
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On  the  9th  September  1841  the  property  was  sold  by       1842. 
auction,  when  William  Fowler,  one  of  the  mortgageesi       £,  ^^^ 
became  the  purchaser  of  it,  for  the  sum  of  SOJ^OOL,  and     aS'oU»ei». 
of  certain  moveable  buildings  and  machinery  for  the  sum 
of  1000/.,  and  paid  a  deposit  of  3020/.  into  the  hands 
of  the  auctioneer.    But  no  part  of  the  deposit,  or  of 
the  residue  of  the  purchase  money,  had  been  paid  to 
them,  nor  had  any  conveyance  yet  been  made  by  the 
assignees  to  the  purchaser. 

The  petitioners  alleged,  that,  the  debts  due  to  them 
from  the  bankrupts  being  several,  as  well  as  joint,  the 
petitioners  on  the  S9th  January  184S  proved  their  several 
debts  upon  the  respective  separate  estates  of  the  bank- 
rupts; when  the  assignees  obtained  time  from  the  Com- 
missioner to  apply  to  the  Court  of  Review  to  expunge 
or  reduce  such  proof.  The  assignees,  however,  had 
since  declined  to  contest  the  same.  But  the  petitioning 
creditor  had  applied  to  the  Commissioner  to  reduce 
the  proofs,  on  the  ground  that  by  the  terms  of 
the  above  Order  the  petitioners  had  elected  to  prove 
against  the  separate  estates,  not  for  the  whole  amount  of 
their  respective  debts,  but  for  the  balances  only  which 
might  be  due  to  them  after  they  should  have  received 
their  several  portions  of  the  produce  of  the  mortgaged 
premises ;  the  petitioners,  on  the  other  hand,  contending 
that  they  had  a  right  to  prove  for  the  whole  amount 
against  the  separate  estates,  and  that  for  whatever  should 
remain  unpaid  of  their  debts,  after  receipt  of  the  divi- 
dends on  their  proof,  they  would  have  a  right  to  resort 
to  their  respective  mortgage  securities.  The  Commis- 
sioner, however,  directed  that  the  petitioners  had,  by 
the  above  Order,  elected  to  prove  for  the  balance  only> 


Ji^l,  SHI  JflT  iir  He  iul    Jaimiii     t£  fgn 

^'^        mieRX  tie  vruA  n  k  ^""^mi— ^ 

3tfr»«A-  Tie  JRSPiB'   ^CSft.   tucus 


JB^xi:  je  'pyTiiip^..    uul  Hk:  tis  jdxob  nonis  ten- 

jffTnim,     Tie  semmuss  iw 
innL  :ize  uojcriDiah.  uiii  i.  ^inm: 
lie  TTTT"."!'?'^  iiF  ■'^'^  u:  fiica. 

cflSHK.  ic  rne  yronnp  vtcarm^  1^ 
-viuin.  jcmx  ix  ia3«  :=ie  £sa»  MMkS,  joid  x^fravc  ior 
3e  fidoQQuri,  mft  iiAxniaetL  411  ae  jilwujI  aBoeaiBies  of 
-mtar&igu  use  ai  :3e  itahOi :  joift  ««  ta^Hi  ikas  the  pe- 
zccMuen  'nk-K  t  rjCic^  ^  ixk:  a]Ci^ei}iei  of  tkc  Order  on 
*3BC  ygC33;n.j  loic  ijiw  «:  jrinc  JigfcMit  dke 
cscaocs  UL  ;2e  tsczc  aai  lei^nl  boftis.  The  ; 
OS  zee  ici».  zz.  fcznt,  jfi5iks  ize  jucM  cssase,  ia  reqtedof 
viidi  :zeT  ^buize-i  £i  croer,  bs:  ooir  agiiiwi  the  aepft- 
nue  csu:£i.  IIjc  Q-ymx^aaoogx  fecuaded  his  jiidlgiiieiit 
opco  £r  f<srt«  D^z^Mfi^t  «  ;  but  die  dedson  in  thai 
cauedceiaoc2pfkTiodiis;  foryaccor£iBgtotheargiiiiieiil 
in  that  case  .as  reponed  in  p.  319,},  the  creditors  applied 
to  proTe  agaiast  the  joint  estate  of  the  three  partners,  on 
a  joint  debt  of  the  three ;  and,  after  treating  the  security 
there  giren  as  the  security  of  the  three,  the  petitioners 
wanted  also  to  treat  it  as  the  separate  security  of  the 
two.  There  are  here  distinct  securities,  and  it  is  imma- 
terial in  what  order  they  are  realized  by  the  petitioners. 
Even  treating  the  separate  securities  as  the  liabilities  of 

(«;  1  MonL  DcM.  &  D.  313. 
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sureties  only,  they  would  still  be  liable  for  any  deficiency        1842. 
to  the  amount  of  205.  in  the  pound.     The  petitioners  do       ^  ^^^ 
not  seek  to  prove  against  the  separate  estates^  under  the     jj^^^there 
Order  of  sale ;  but  they  went  before  the  Commissioners 
to  make  their  rights  available,  in  the  shape  of  separate 
proof  upon  separate  securities ;  and  they  had  a  right  to 
do  so,  till  they  had  realized  20s.  in  the  pound  on  the 
amount  of  their  debts.     We  admit,  that  they  cannot 
receive  more;    but  this  does  not  affect  their  right  of 
proof.    The  petition  does  not  ask  to  disturb  the  former 
Order  in  the  slightest  degree ;  and  as  the  Commissioner 
has  reduced  the  proof  on  the  sole  authority  of  JEx  parte 
Davenport,  we  submit  that  his  decision  is  erroneous, 
and  cannot  be  sustained. 

Sir  John  Cross.  In  this  case,  the  petitioners  claim 
under  a  mortgage,  which  was  made  to  them  by  the  bank- 
rupts, of  Vauxhall  Gardens,  to  secure  several  debts  con- 
tracted with  them  by  the  bankrupts,  to  the  amount,  in 
the  whole,  of  22,000/.  To  secure  these  several  debts, 
the  bankrupts  executed  three  several  indentures  of  mort* 
gage,  and  also  three  joint  and  several  bonds ;  but  each 
mortgage  and  bond  were  for  one  and  the  same  debt. 
The  petitioners  came  here  two  years  ago,  praying  for  an 
Order — I  use  their  own  terms— to  be  declared  equitable 
mortgagees  of  the  property  in  question,  and  that  the 
property  might  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  be  paid  to 
them,  in  reduction  of  their  debt,  with  liberty  to  prove 
for  any  deficiency.  The  estate  has  accordingly  been 
sold,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  amount  to  more  than 
20,000/.,  which  is  ready  to  be  paid  over  to  the  petitioners. 
The  petitioners,  however,  decline  to  touch  a  farthing  of 
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1842. 

Ex  parte 
Reynal 

and  others. 


this  moneyi  and  want  to  go  before  the  Codiniissumeri 
and  swear,  what  is  true  in  fact,  but  not  in  aubstance^ 
that  they  are  still  creditors  for  82,000/.  The  Commis- 
sioner was  taken  by  surprise  in  the  first  instance,  but  be 
afterwards  adjusted  the  proof,  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  Order.  And  now,  after  one  of  these  petitioners  bits 
actually  become  the  purchaser  of  the  estate,  they  want 
to  make  oath  before  the  Commissioner  that  the  wb<rfe 
debt  is  still  due«  Thid  appears  to  me  a  moit  nnreasob* 
able  proposition,  and  t  can  therefore  maktf  ho  other 
Order  than  for  the  dismissal  of  this  petition. 


Petition  dismissed,  with  eosta. 


Serjeants*  Inn, 
Jun§  8. 

The  mate  of 
a  vessel,  hited 
by  the  master, 
who  was  also 
one  of  the 
owners,  at  cer- 
tain wages,  is  a 
servant,  within 
the  meaning  of 
the  48th  section 
of  the  6  Geo,  4. 
c.  16.,  and  is 
consequently 
entitled  to  six 
months'  wages, 
upon  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the 
master  of  the 
vessel. 


Ex  parte  Homborg. — In  the  matter  of  Huimson.  — 

This  was  the  petition  of  the  mate  of  a  ship,  of  which 
the  bankrupt  had  been  master  and  part  owner^  to  be 
allowed  six  months'  wages,  under  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16. 
s.  48.  It  appeared  that  the  petitioner  had  been  hired 
by  the  bankrupt,  under  a  verbal  agreement,  in  the  year 
1829,  and  that  his  service  ceased  in  1830.  The  fiat  wu 
issued  in  1833,  and  the  petitioner  had  prored  for  870{^ 
being  the  whole  amount  of  the  wages  due  to  him. 

Mr.  Ckarnack,  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Keene,  contrd.  The  question  is,  whether  the  pe- 
titioner is  a  servant  or  clerk  of  the  bankrupt^  within  the 
meaning  of  the  48th  section  of  the  act  of  parliament 
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He  was  not  a  servant  or  clerk  of  the  captain  of  the  1842. 
vessel^  in  particular^  but  he  was  engaged  on  behalf  of  ^^  ^^ 
the  owners^  generally ;  and  he  had  no  right  to  demand 
his  wages  individually  of  the  bankrupt.  His  proof,  also, 
which  has  been  made  under  the  fiat,  is  inconsistent  with 
this  petition.  The  proof  is  for  "work  and  labour/' 
generally,  not  as  a  servant.  The  hiring  by  the  bank- 
rupt was  merely  as  the  master  of  the  vessel ;  and  the 
petitioner  would  have  been  himself  the  master,  if  any 
accident  had  happened  to  the  captain.  There  is  no  con- 
tract in  writing  between  the  bankrupt  and  the  petitioner, 
which  has  rendered  the  bankrupt  separately  liable  to  the 
petitioner.  The  petitioner  cannot  be  called  the  hired 
servant  of  the  bankrupt ;  and  he  has  lain  by  several 
years  before  he  thought  proper  to  make  this  claim. 

Sir  John  Cross.  As  to  the  delay  that  has  taken 
place  in  bringing  forward  this  claim  of  the  petitioner,  his 
employment  as  a  seaman  on  long  and  distant  voyages 
may  in  some  degree  account  for  that.  It  seems  to  me, 
that  the  petitioner  must  be  considered  as  the  servant  of 
the  bankrupt,  within  the  meaning  of  the  48th  section. 
He  was  hired  at  certain  wages  by  the  bankrupt,  who  was 
not  only  the  master,  but  also  one  of  the  owners  of  the 
vessel.  I  do  not  know  of  any  actual  case  of  a  seaman 
being  held  to  be  a  servant,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  of  parliament ;  but,  as  he  is  hired  to  render  his  ser- 
vices for  certain  wages,  and  is  bound  to  obey  the  orders 
of  the  master  of  the  vessel  who  hired  him,  I  think  that 
he  is  as  much  a  servant,  as  the  clerk  or  shopman  of  any 
merchant  or  tradesman.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that 
the  petitioner  is  entitled  to  be  paid  the  amount  of  six 
months'  wages,  and  that  his  proof  must  be  reduced  to 
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i84<2.       that  amount    The  costs  of  both  parties  may  be  paid 
out  of  the  estate. 


Exptrie 

HOMMKC 


Order  as  prayed  (a). 

(a)  $«tEr]Mrf«H«iiiif>Ar0iM.3Deac.&C.ll4;  Ex fMrU Gcm^,U,\»i 
Ex  p^rte  ^inntr,  Id.  332 ;  £x  fMrtt  Collur,  2  MoqL  &  A.  29 ;  4  Dmc  k 
C.6^  ;  Ex  pttruSanniert,  3  Mont.  &  A.  684  ;  2  Deac  40 ;  ExptruGm, 
Mont.  &  C.  99 ;  3  Deac.  341,  563 ;  and  5  &  6  VUt.  c  122.  n.  28,  29. 


Ex  parte  Edward  Scholefield. — In  the  matter  of 

S.rjmnu^  Un,  EdWARD  ScHOLEFIELD.  

Junt  15.         — , 

The Unkrupt,  1  HIS  was  a  {Ktition  of  the  bankrupt,  praying  that  his 
for  acoos^cy  assignees  might  be  at  liberty  to  advance  him  a  sufficient 
by^WMTiMe^  sum  of  money  to  defend  himself  from  an  indictment  for  a 
Sti^  wn^  conspiracy,  under  the  following  circumstances,  as  stated 
chT^aSdiklt  ^^  '""^  '"  '"^  petition.     On  the  144h  January  1840,  the 

if  he  was  con-    fiat  issued ;  and  at  a  dividend  meeting  on  the  5J7th  May 

victed.theestate 

would  be  greatly  1840,  Raleigh  &  Co.  applied  to  prove  for  the  sum  of 

damnified,  as 

the  DToeecutor     1180/.,  but  were  only  admitted  to  claim  for  that  simi; 

abled  to  prove  and  a  dividend  of  8^.  in  the  pound  was  declared  upon 

uwterUirfiatr  ^^^  ^um  of  7391/.  &.  9rf.,  the  amount  of  debts  proved 

appH^^an  ^^^  claimed.   The  amount  of  such  dividend  on  the  claim 

*lm?ght  ^^  Raleigh  &  Co.  was  472/.,  which  was  reserved  for 


iool!**U)^d^nd  ^^^^  ^"  ^'*®  event  of  their  substantiating  their  claim  into 

hiinielf  against  a  proof ;  and  in  that  case  there  would  be  a  surplus  of 

the  indictment;        ^  '^ 

to  which  appli-  135/.  19^.  9d.  remaining  after  payment  of  the  dividend. 

cation  one  of 

the  assignees  On  the  28th  August  1841,  the  petitioner  obtained  his 

objected,  and  ._  t*        ^        * 

the  two  others  Certificate  of  conformity. 

prcss^  t^ir  At  the  London  sittings  after  Easter  term.  1840,  the 

willingness  to 

submit  to  any 

Order  of  the  Coart.    HiUt  that  such  an  Order  could  not  be  made,  without  the  conant  of  all 

Uiei 
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bankrupt  was^  with  two  other  persons,  convicted  on  the        1842. 
trial  of  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  to  detrKud  Raleigh      ^"^^ 
&  Co.  of  certain  goods ;  and  the  claim  of  Raleigh  &  Co.    Scholefibld. 
to  prove  for  the  sum  of  1180/.  was  made  immediately 
after  such  conviction,  and  in  respect  of  the  matters  con- 
tained in  the  indictment. 

On  the  30th  May  1840,  the  bankrupt  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  new  trial;  and  in  Michaelmas  term  1841,  the 
rule  was  made  absolute,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence 
against  the  defendants  was  not  satisfactory,  and  that  the 
petitioner  might  have  ao  opportunity  of  producing  and 
proving  a  certain  letter  from  Manchester  in  contradic- 
tion of  such  evidence.  The  prosecutors  had  since  given 
the  bankrupt  notice  of  trial,  and  the  indictment  would 
probably  be  tried  in  a  few  days. 

The  petitioner  alleged  that  he  was  entirely  innocent  of 
the  imputed  conspiracy,  and  was  confident  of  obtaining  an 
acquittal,  if  he  could  be  properly  defended,  but  that  he 
had  no  means  whatever  of  defraying  any  part  of  the  ex- 
penses of  his  defence.  That  if  he  should  be  acquitted 
upon  the  indictment,  his  bona  fide  and  real  creditors 
who  had  proved  their  debts  would  be  materially  bene- 
fited, as  the  dividend  upon  their  debts  would  be  thereby 
increased  from  85.,  which  had  been  already  paid,  to  at 
least  10^.,  and  the  bankrupt  himself  would  thereby  be- 
come entitled,  under  the  statute,  to  an  allowance  out  of 
his  estate.  That  the  petitioner  had  applied  to  the 
assignees  to  advance  a  sufficient  sum  out  of  the  monies 
in  their  hands,  realized  from  his  estate,  to  enable  him  to 
defend  himself  by  counsel,  and  to  procure  the  attend- 
ance of  witnesses  on  the  approaching  trial;  but  the 
assignees  declined  to  do  so,  without  the  sanction  of  the 
Court.    And  the  petitioner  finally  alleged,  that  if  the 
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184^.  verdict  should  be  in  his  favour,  the  prosecutors  could 
FTparte  "®^  maintain  their  claim. 
ScBOLiFiKLD.  Thc  pctitiou  first  came  before  the  Court  on  the  7tfi 
March  last,  when  two  of  the  assignees  aj^peared  by 
counsel  to  submit  to  any  Order  which  the  Court  might 
think  proper  to  make;  and  on  that  occasion  the  Court 
directed,  that  the  sum  of  lOOi.  might  be  paid  to  the 
bankrupt  for  the  ptirpose  mentioned  in  his  petition,  if 
the  assignees  consented  to  make  him  such  advance.  But 
this  Order  was  countermanded  on  an  objection  raised 
by  the  third  assignee,  who  stated  in  his  affidavit,  that 
the  solicitor  on  the  former  proceeding  was  not  autho- 
rized by  him  to  consent  to  the  application.  The  bank- 
rupt therefore  presented  a  fresh  petition,  and  the  case 
came  on  again  for  hearing. 

Mr.  JElderton,  in  support  of  the  petition.  Where 
issues  have  been  directed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
that  Court  has  in  some  instances  made  similar  Orders  to 
that  now  prayed  for.  In  Oregg  v.  Taylor  (a),  where 
certain  persons  (who  were  paupers)  were  found  by  the 
Master  to  be  next  of  kin  to  an  intestate,  and  were  named 
defendants  in  an  issue  directed  to  try  the  rights  of  others, 
the  Court  allowed  an  advance  of  500/.  to  defray  the  ex- 
pense of  the  trial  of  the  issue.  Here,  the  bankrupt  is 
indicted  for  a  conspiracy  in  fraudulently  obtaining  the 
prosecutor's  goods,  and  if  he  is  convicted,  they  will  be 
able  to  substantiate  their  proof  for  479/.  It  is  quite 
clear,  therefore,  that  if  the  indictment  is  successful,  the 
bankrupt's  estate  will  be  damnified  to  that  amount. 

Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  dissenting  assignee.    The  afBda- 

(a)  4  Russ.  379. 
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vit,  which  alleges  that  it  will  be  for  the  benefit  of  the        1842. 
estate  that  the  bankrupt  should  defend  himself  against       ^^    ^ 
this  indictment^  is  made  by  his  solicitor,  not  by  either  of   Scholifibld. 
the  assignees.    After  the  reservation  of  the  dividend  on 
the  amount  of  the  claim  of  Raleigh  ft  Co.,  there  is  no 
great  surplus  in  the  hands  of  the  assignees;  so  that  if  100/. 
is  now  taken  from  that  small  balance,  and  given  to  the 
bankrupt,  there  will  be  only  35/.  left  to  pay  all  the  costs 
which  may  be  incurred  by  the  assignees.     One  of  the 
two  assignees,  who  consent  to  this  application  on  the 
part  of  the  bankrupt,  has  been  a  bankrupt,  and  the 
other  is  the  official  assignee, 

Mr.  Keencj  who  appeared  for  the  two  other  assignees, 
said  that  they  were  willing  to  submit  to  any  Order  of 
the  Court,  but  that  he  was  not  authorized  by  them  to 
consent  to  the  application. 

Mr.  Elderton,  in  reply.  If  the  Court  is  satisfied  that 
it  will  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  to  make  this  Order, 
it  does  not  require  the  express  consent  of  the  assignees 
for  that  purpose. 

Sir  John  Cross.  When  this  petition  was  previously 
before  the  Court,  the  Court  was  given  to  understand  that 
the  assignees  consented  to  the  application;  and  accord- 
ingly an  Order  was  made,  that  the  assignees  might  ad- 
vance the  100/.  to  the  bankrupt,  if  they  chose  to  do  so. 
The  Court  would  never  have  made  such  an  Order, 
without  the  consent  of  all  the  assignees.  Now  one  of 
the  assignees  swears,  that  the  solicitor  on  the  former 
proceeding  was  not  authorized  by  him  to  consent  to  the 
application;  he  now  positively  objects  to  it;  and  although 
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1 842.        the  two  other  assignees  appear^  they  nevertheless  withhold 

^'^      their  consent^  being  willing,  however,  to  submit  to  any 

ScBOLEFiELD.   Order  of  the  Court.    My  opinion  is,  that  I  ought  not  to 

adjudicate  upon  this  matter,  without  the  consent  of  all 

the  assignees,  and  that  the  petitioner  cannot  call  upon 

the  Court  to  compel  tlie  assignees  to  do  what  is  required. 

Petition  dismissed;  costs  of  the  assignees  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  estate. 


Ex  parte  James  Heron. — In  the  matter  of  John 

SmjianU'  Inn,  BrOOKES. 

Jun§ 15. 

The  Court  will   THIS  was  the  petition  of  an  assignee  under  a  second 
any  Order^on  ^   fiat,  claiming  the  amount  of  the  bankrupt's  allowance 
forUiTpayment  payable  to  him  under  the  former  fiat.     It  appeared,  that 
dl^waw^e.*^?^^  the  first  fiat  had  issued  against  Brookes  and  three  other 
tscertSinwIb      P^rs^^s  who  were  his  partners,  and  that  the  amount  of 
the  Commis-      Brookes's  property  was  10,000/.  more  than  any  of  the 
Other  partners.    The  first  dividend  was  declared  on  the 
2nd  March  1835,  and  the  second  on  the  22nd  February 
1837 ;  the  separate  estate  of  Brookes  had  paid  20^.  in 
the  pound,  and  the  joint  estate  13^.  Ad.  in  the  pound; 
and  it  was  alleged  in  the  petition  that  there  would  be  no 
further  dividend,  and  that  the  sum  of  317/.  remained  in 
the  hands  of  the  assignees  to  pay  the  allowance.     Pre- 
vious to  the  first  bankruptcy,  the  bankrupt  had  com- 
menced two  chancery  suits,  to  which  the  assignees  were 
made  parties,  and  he  was  also  the  plaintiff  in  a  suit  in 
America,  which  was  still  pending.      The   second  fiat 
issued  on  the  Uth  March  1837,  before  which  time  the 
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bankrupt  never  applied  for  his  allowance  to  the  assig-        1842. 
nees  under  the  first  fiat. 


Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Rogers,  in  support  of  the 
petition^  relied  on  JEx  parte  Minchin{a),  where  it  was 
held,  that  if  A.,  one  of  three  partners,  pay  205.  in  the 
pound  on  his  separate  estate,  and  12s.  6d.  be  paid  on  the 
joint  estate,  but  on  the  separate  estates  of  the  two  other 
partners  a  sufficient  dividend  has  not  been  paid,  A.  is 
nevertheless  entitled,  for  his  sole  use,  to  an  allowance  of 
5/.  per  cent.,  not  exceeding  400/.  This  decision  was 
brought  under  the  notice  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  Ex 
parte  Gribbs  (b),  and  though  he  was  at  first  inclined  to 
differ  from  the  judgment  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  yet, 
upon  further  consideration,  he  said  that  he  had  looked 
at  the  words  of  the  act,  and  found  them  so  precise  and 
strong,  that  he  thought  each  partner  was  entitled  to  his 
full  allowance.  The  words  of  the  129th  section  are, 
**  that  in  all  joint  commissions  under  which  any  partner 
shall  have  obtained  his  certificate,  if  a  sufficient  dividend 
shall  have  been  paid  upon  the  joint  esUte  and  upon  the 
separate  estate  of  such  partner,  he  shall  be  entitled  to 
his  allowance,  although  his  other  partner  or  partners 
may  not  be  entitled  to  any  allowance."  [Sir  John  Cross. 
The  stronger  words,  upon  which  no  doubt  Lord  Lynd- 
hurst  relied,  are  contained  in  the  preceding  section,  the 
128th,  which  says,  "  that  every  bankrupt  wlio  shall  have 
obtained  his  certificate,"  if  the  net  produce  of  his  estate 
shall  pay  the  requisite  amount,  '^  shall  be  allowed'*  so 
much  out  of  such  produce.]  It  is  objected  on  the  other 
side,  that  there  are  outstanding  law  suits,  in  which  the 
assignees  are  concerned,  and  that  the  last  dividend  was 

(a)  Mont.  &  Mac.  135.  (6)  Mont.  105. 
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1843.        not  declired  to  be  m  final  dividend.     But  it  is  no  rah 
Ei    rte       ^^"'  ^'^^^"^  ^^^  assignees  engage   in   litigation,  that 
Hitoy.       ^)^^  bankrupt  is  not  to  have  his  allowance,  wh^i  a  suffi- 
cient sum  is  already  divided  amongst  his  creditors ;  nor 
is  it  any  reason,  because  the  word  *' final  **  is  not  in* 
serted  in  the  order  of  dividend,  that  the  diridend  is  to 
be  considered  less  final.     In  the  case  already  cited  of 
Ex  parte  Gihb$,   the  objection  was  rused,   bat  wsi 
waived  as  untenable,  of  the  diim  for  the  allowanee 
being  made  before  a  final  dividend  vras  declared.    And 
in  Ex  parte  Cooper  (a\  this  Court  hdd  that  it  was  not 
necessary  that  the  word  "  final"*  should  be  used  m  the 
order  of  dividend,  if  it  appear  ttom  the  state  of  the  prth 
ceedings,  and  the  mode  in  which  die  dedaration  of 
dividend  is  made,  that  it  was  intended  to  be  finalj  aad 
that  a  dividend  may  be  soflSdently  final  to  entitle  the 
bankrupt  to  his  allowance,  thoogh  it  may  net  be  fiad 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  subsequently  acuuiug  pro- 
perty firom  being  dbtributed. 


1 


Mr.  Kenyan  Parker,  for  the  auignees,    Tbepetitiooff 

ought  to  have  shown  that  the  last  £videDd  was  a  fiad 
dividend,  or  intended  to  be  a  final  dividend,  and  tint 
there  was  some  Order  of  the  Commissioneffs  en  the  pro- 
ceedings declaring  the  bankrupt  entitled  to  a  certaia 
allowance,  before  he  can  sustain  a  petition  fer  it  to  An 
Court.  The  129th  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  I6L  Bserdy 
declares  that  one  of  several  partners  may  receife  bis 
allowance,  although  the  others  may  not  be  entided  to  it 
And  with  respect  to  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Mmcktm  ih\ 
which  has  been  relied  on  by  the  other  side,  the 
note  of  that  case  expressly  states,  that  ••  the 

(<>>2MMt.&A.689;  2  Dnc.  41.  («)  Xoot.  ^  IL  US. 
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of  the  certificate  is  not  payable,  until  a  final  dividend  has        1842. 
been  made."    The  petitioner  alleges,  it  is  true,  that  there       ^^     ^^ 
will  be  no  further  dividend ;  but  the  evidence  contradicts       Heron. 
this ;  as  it  is  admitted  that  there  is  a  large  sum  still 
remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  assignees.     In  JSr  parte 
Surridge  (a),  the  question,  whether  a  bankrupt  was  enti- 
tled to  claim  his  allowance  before  a  final  dividend  had 
been  made,  was  again  submitted  to  the  Court,  and  the 
Vice-Chancellor,  after  referring  to  what  he  had  stated  in 
jEx  parte  MinchiUf  decided,  that,  according  to  the 
authorities,  and  what  appeared  to  be  the  uniform  prac- 
tice of  the  Court,  the  bankrupt  could  not  claim  any 
allowance  until  after  a  final  dividend  had  been  made; 
because,  before  that  time,  and  so  long  as  other  creditors 
were  at  liberty  to  prove,  it  would  be  impossible  to  ascer- 
tain correctly  to  what  allowance  the  bankrupt  was  enti- 
tled.   [Sir  John  Crass,  It  seems  to  me,  that  in  Minchiris 
case,  the  Vice-Chancellor,  in  speaking  of  a  j^aZ  dividend, 
meant  a  second  dividend.]     It  is  sworn,  that  previous  to 
the  first  bankruptcy  the  bankrupts  commenced  a  suit  in 
America,  which  is  still  pending,  as  well  as  two  chancery 
suits  in  this  country,  to  which  the  assignees  have  been 
made  parties  ;  so  that  the  present  case  comes  within  the 
exception  of  the  109th  section  of  the  6  Oeo,  4.  c.  16., 
which  declares  that  the  second  dividend  shall  not  be 
final,  if  any  action  at  law,  or  suit  in  equity,  be  depending, 
or  any  part  of  the  estate  be  standing  out  not  sold  or  dis- 
posed of.     In  the  report  of  Ex  parte  Cooper  (6),  in  the 
second  volume  of  Deacon's  Reports,  it  is  stated  that  the 
Court  made  the  Order  for  the  bankrupt's  allowance, 
because  it  appeared  that  it  was  intended  to  be  a  final 
dividend ;  and  therefore  that  the  bankrupt  ought  not  to 

(a)  Mont.  &  M.  287.  (6)  2  Deac.  41. 
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lS4i.  bsTe  been  prcjodiced  by  tbe  omissioa  of  die  vord  ^'fimT 
Ri  aum  ^°  ^^  order  of  ttiTidefxI.  The  Chief  Judge  in  thMi  cue 
»¥s»  that  the  bankrapt  b  nol  eodded  to  Idi  aHovaaee 
eiren  after  m  second  diYidend,  if  it  was  reaDj  not  intended 
to  be  finals  notwithstandiiig  the  statute  declares  it  sittii  be 
Snaly  except  mider  certain  liiiiHiitinn  i ;  and  that  the 
qnestioD  was,  whether  the  diiidend  wns  ndieitiicd  aad 
decLired  in  sach  a  aanner,  as  to  nnke  it  hhmcsis  dttt  a 

aoT  allowanee  nas  ever  Hnle  hf  dbe  hmkn^  to  the 
ass^nees  under  the  fint  fiai^hrfiae  die  iaan^g  of  the 
second  fiat. 

Sir  John  Ceoss.    TVe  i 
p*"^  the  hankrapc  to 
anoe  aader  the  tint  fiat, 

pcopoae  to  do  with  dv  fizni 

TVe  iwAer  fcr  the  sceond  £ii£end  wk  ande  an  ISST, 

and  the  xconti  nat  i 

after  the  dliidgnl  order,  she 

tiae  nevu-  ■akin^  asr  apffciri'tt  Ibr  lu 

Jf dieover.  baow  loa  I  ccder  :ae  SIZL  a»  he  foa£  aa  i 

hnahECfC.  when  tflne  dtree  ocdec^  jce  diiaiiPy  < 

ifaear  aHLowanoe  cnt  «£  ds^  : 


1 


Mr.  JIndmdm.  aa  icfi^.    Tibe  praacEffie.  sie 

^  of  a  fonj  k  aadnreic,. » 
of 
jftttBCiiie  jcs  ^  Att  ftutw 

fKoaOMi^  oettse  a»  tftie  eaBBOH  ^  ^tt  iAes  '■ 
ULC  ii>  Xtit  i  HIT  «fi  AnAMkoK,,  wiiT  iiai  aix 
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ever  in  the  result  of  those  proceedings.    Thetj  has  been        lSi2. 
a  sufficient  dividend  paid  under  the  joint  estate,  as  well       £x  ^^xt 
as  under  the  separate  estate  of  Brookes,  to  entitle  the       M"<>**' 
latter  to  his  allowance;  and  there  is  nothing  whatever 
said  in  the  statute  about  a  final  dividend,  as  being  the 
condition  precedent  to  the  claim  of  the  bankrupt's  allow- 
ance.    In  Ex  parte  Lomcu{a\  where  the  assignees  dis- 
tributed a  sum  without  any  order  of  dividend,  and  the 
bankrupt  subsequently  obtained  his  certificate,  it  was 
held  that  he  was  as  much  entitled  to  his  allowance,  as  if 
they  still  had  that  sum  in  their  hands. 

Sir  John  Cross.  The  question  is  not  now,  whether 
the  bankrupt  is  entitled  to  any  allowance  under  the  first 
fiat ;  because  it  is  distinctly  admitted  that  he  is.  But 
the  matter  stands  thus :  five  years  ago  the  Commissioners 
made  a  second  dividend,  and  proceeded  to  audit  the 
accounts  of  the  assignees.  In  doing  so,  they  ought  also 
to  have  taken  into  their  consideration  the  right  of  the 
bankrupt  to  his  allowance ;  for  they  did  not  then  ques- 
tion, that  the  bankrupt  might  have  a  claim  to  his  allow- 
ance. It  seems  clear,  that  the  intention  of  the  assignees 
was,  that  the  bankrupt's  allowance  should  not  be  ascer- 
tained then,  but  should  stand  over  for  a  future  day,  to 
abide  the  ulterior  order  of  the  Commissioner.  Now  the 
assignees  are  by  the  present  petition  called  on  to  pay  a 
sum  of  money  for  the  bankrupt's  allowance,  which  has 
never  in  fact  been  allowed  to  the  bankrupt  by  the  Com- 
missioner under  the  first  fiat.  I  cannot  order  a  sum  to 
be  paid  to  the  bankrupt  for  his  allowance,  which  has 
not  been  previously  ascertained  by  the  Commissioner. 
There  is  shortly,  as  I  am  informed,  to  be  an  audit 

(a)  1  Mont.  &  A.  437 ;  3  Detc.  &  C.  681. 
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IMS.  neetii^,  at  which  the  Commiauoiier  ^nll  of  coane 
£^^^  Mcertain  the  amoopt  of  the  fimds  renuitning  in  the  hmdi 
of  the  asrignees,  and  in  what  maimer  they  ought  to  be 
applied,  in  regard  to  the  hankropl's  allowanoe.  All 
these  are  matters  of  calcuhtion,  which  belong  exdosifely 
to  the  Commissioners.  I  wish  therefore  to  pot  matters 
in  such  a  train,  as,  without  depriTing  the  bankrupt  of  his 
allowance,  will  not  interfere  with  the  doties  of  the  Com- 
missioner;  as  it  would  be  desirable  that  he  should  cakii- 
late  the  amount  of  the  allowance  at  the  next  meeting. 

The  Order  was,  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the 
Commissioner  to  inquire  and  asootain  what  die 
bankrupt  ought  to  be  allowed  out  of  the  net  pro- 
ceeds of  his  estate  under  the  former  fiat ;  reserring 
further  directions  and  costs,  irith  liberty  for  the 
other  bankrupts  under  that  fiat  to  go  before  the 
Conunissioner  and  substantiate  any  claims  for 
their  allowance  to  which  they  may  be  entitled,  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Commissioner. 


Ex  parte   Fletcher.  —  In  the  matter  of  Humber- 

Serfmnt^Inn,  STONE. 

Jun§  16. 

Ao  Order  to  XHIS  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor,  praying  the  Court 
tiaDiagciediWf  to  amend  an  Order  which  had  been  made  in  this  case  for 
amended,  for  the  substituting  the  debt  of  the  petitioner  for  the  petitioning 
S^guITtuL'm.  creditor's  debt,  under  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  18.  In 
tUnr^^l^Si  an  action  brought  by  the  assignees  in  the  Court  of  Com- 
P^id'lJt ffi*."*  ™on  Pl«^*'  *^^  Court  decided  that  the  Order  was  defec- 
mlkin^'Sh^*^  tive,  on  the  authority  of  ChrUHe  v.  J7niwji  (a) ;  because  it 

Fw^cJ?  (.)llAdol.«cE.a73. 
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did  not  state,  that  the  creditor  applying  to  have  his  debt        1 842. 
substituted  had  proved  a  sufficient  debt  under  the  fiat,       ^^     j^ 
before  making  the  application.    The  object,  therefore,  of     ^''"•cheb.    , 
this  petition,  was  to  have  a  statement  to  that  effect  in- 
serted in  the  Order. 

Mr.  Bacon,  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Sir  John  Cross  (upon  reference  to  Mr.  Barber,  the 
registrar,)  said,  that  the  Order,  which  was  decided  to  be 
bad  in  Christie  v.  Unwin,  was  drawn  up  in  the  same  form 
that  had  prevailed  ever  since  the  passing  of  the  6  Geo.  4. 
c.  16. ;  and  that  he  always  understood,  that  the  Courts  of 
Westminster  Hall  had  in  these  cases  acted  upon  the 
principle  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Buller  in  Rex  v.  The 
Aire  and  Calder  Navigation  {a),  in  which  he  says,  "The 
distinction  between  orders  of  justices  and  special  verdicts 
has  been  long  established;  in  the  latter,  where  it  con- 
cludes generally,  the  whole  case  must  appear  upon  the 
record ;  but  the  very  reverse  is  the  case  which  obtains  in 
the  case  of  orders  of  justices  ;  for  the  Court  will  intend 
every  thing  to  be  right,  which  does  not  appear  to  be 
otherwise,  and  they  will  not  entertain  any  doubt  upon  a 
subject  upon  which  the  justices  did  not."  It  is  our  duty, 
however,  to  amend  the  Order,  in  deference  to  the  opi- 
nions of  the  Courts  of  King's  Bench  and  Common  Pleas. 

Order  to  be  amended,  as  prayed  (&). 

(a)  2  T.  R.  666. 

{,b)  See  Ex  parti  Hall,  1  Mont.  Deac  k  D.  219,  note  (6). 
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Ex    parte    Molyneux. — In  the  matter  of    Humber- 

Sefjeantt*  Inn,  STONE. 

June  16. 

A  creditor  hav-    iHIS  was  the  petition  of  the  defendant  in  a  pending 

ing  obtained  •«>  .        ,  ,      ,        ,  .  .  •  «      ^ 

Order  to  iubsti-  action  brought  by  the  assignees^  praying  that  the  Court 
debt  for  tiiat  of  would  not  make  any  alteration  in  the  Order  to  subatitate, 
credfTur,  and  ^  ^^  prayed  in  the  last  case,  or  if  it  did  make  any  such 
^tewarfito  the  alteration,  that  the  Order  might  be  dated  as  of  to-day,  so 
thJTorder"*"^  that  the  defendant  in  the  action  might  not  be  prejudiced 
which  proved     fay  ^he  alteration. 

defective  "^ 

through  acleri- 

offiar  m^'draw-       Mr.  Auderdon,  in  support  of  the  petition.     The  afli- 
fcndlni^in^a*^*'  davit  of  the  petitioner  in  the  last  case  does  not  state  that 

pending  action    t^g  (j^bt  jq  jje  substituted  was  incurred  not  anterior  to 
petitioned 

against  the        the  debt  of  the  petitioning  creditor. 

amendment,  or 
if  such  should 

ufe  wf^^nal'^*^      Sir  JoHN  Cross.     The  original  petition  stated  that 
Older  might  not  tjjg  jg^t  ^^^s  not  anterior,  the  affidavit  in  support  of  that 

be  dated  prior  *  "^ 

to  the  Order  of   petition  Stated  as  much,  and  the  Order  of  this  Court 

amendment. 

Held,  that  the     made  on  that  petition  also  stated  the  fact. 

Court  ought  not 
to  entertain 

cation.  Mr.  Anderdofi,  and  Mr.  Crompton,  in  support  of  the 

petition,  referred  to  Muskett  v.  Drummond  {a),  where 
it  was  held  that  an  Order  made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor 
under  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  18.  was  invalid,  for  not 
finding,  or  calling  upon  the  Commissioners  to  find,  that 
the  original  petitioning  creditor's  debt  was  insufficient. 
In  that  case  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  says,  ''  It  does  not 
appear  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  was  apprised^  when  he 
made  the  Order,  of  the  existence  of  the  present  suit,  so 
as  to  call  his  attention  to  the  propriety  of  making  any 
provision  as  to  giving  it  in  evidence  in  this  suit.    No 

(a)  10  B.  k  C.  153. 
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notice  of  the  application  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  appears  IS^2. 
to  have  been  given  to  the  defendant,  against  whom  the  £2  j^^ 
suit  was  pending,  so  as  to  give  him  an  opportunity  of  Molykeux. 
interposing  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  prevent  its 
being  improperly  used  to  his  prejudice."  The  Court  did 
not  give  any  express  opinion  in  that  case,  whether  a  valid 
Order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  under  the  above-mentioned 
act,  would  support  a  commission  of  bankrupt  by  reference 
in  an  action  already  commenced ;  but  the  indication  of 
the  opinion  of  the  Court,  from  the  wording  of  Mr.  Justice 
Bayley's  judgment f  certainly  appeared  to  be,  that  such  an 
Order  would  not  operate  upon  a  depending  suit,  especially 
against  a  party  who  had  no  notice  of  such  Order,  and 
was  not  apprised  that  he  would  have  to  meet  the  substi- 
tuted debt.  We  submit,  therefore,  that  if  the  Court 
thinks  proper  to  amend  the  Order  in  this  case,  it  should 
be  without  prejudice  to  the  pending  action,  as  was  done 
in  Ex  parte  Watson{a);  where  the  Court  said,  that  *'  as 
the  action  has  gone  so  far  as  plea,  and  the  defendant  has 
depended  upon  the  invalidity  of  the  petitioning  creditor's 
debt,  it  would  be  unjust  to  him  to  make  an  Order  to 
substitute  a  new  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  without  add- 
ing ''  without  prejudice  to  the  action."  If  the  Court 
does  not  direct  these  words  to  be  inserted,  it  is  sub- 
mitted, that  the  Order  to  substitute  should  be  dated  to- 
day, and  not  bear  date  on  the  day  when  the  invalid 
Order  was  made, — otherwise  it  will  be  the  same  as  ante- 
dating the  present  Order,  and  giving  it  a  retrosj>ective 
operation,  which  Lord  Cottenham  refused  to  do  in  the 
matter  of  Harper  (6),  saying,  that  "  the  Court  cannot 

(a)  3  Mont.  &  A.  609;  3  Deac  310. 
{b)  1  Moot.  Deac.  &D.  239. 
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1842.       remedy  the  particular  inconvenience  by  a  departure  from 
Ex  pirte      ^  general  rule^  which  might  aflfect  other  parties. 

MOLTMXUX. 

Sir  John  Cross.  So  long  ago  as  the  5th  of  May 
1839y  this  creditor  applied  to  the  Court  to  substitute  his 
own  debt  for  that  of  the  petitioning  creditor*  which  bad 
been  found  insufficient  to  support  the  fiat;  and  the 
Court  then  said,  that  he  was  entitled  to  such  Order. 
This  Court  being  bounds  ex  debitojustitia,  to  give  him 
a  valid  Order,  the  officer  of  the  Court  happens  to  draw 
up  an  Order  which  turns  out  to  be  defective ;  and  die 
creditor  now  comes  here  and  says,  "  You  did  not  give 
me  the  right  Order,  to  which  I  was  entitled  on  the  former 
occasion."  What  is  the  Court  then  to  do  upon  such  an 
intimation  of  a  party,  who  has  been  wronged,  not  by  his 
own  error,  but  by  that  of  the  Court  ?  Why,  of  course, 
to  give  him  now  the  proper  Order,  which  he  ought  to 
have  obtained  on  the  5th  of  May  1839.  But  now  comes 
another  party  to  ask  the  Court  to  undo  what  it  has 
already  done,  by  rescinding  altogether  the  former  Order, 
and  making  the  original  Order  as  of  to  day.  That  I 
think  would  be  doing  gross  injustice  to  the  creditor,  who 
obtained  the  former  Order.  Who  is  the  present  peti- 
tioner, that  urges  the  Court  to  adopt  such  a  proceeding! 
The  very  defendant  in  the  pending  action,  who  wishes  to 
take  advantage  of  a  clerical  slip,  which  he  contends 
must  stand  as  it  does  for  his  benefit.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  would  be  both  unreasonable  and  unjust  to  listen 
to  such  an  application,  and,  therefore,  that  this  petition 
ought  to  be  dismissed. 
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Ex  parte  Emily  Ann  Birch. — In  the  matter  of  Emily       \^^ 

Ann  Birch. Serjeants*  inn, 

June  16  and 

This  was  the  petition  of  the  bankrupt  to  annul  the  Apcrewiwho 

fiat,  impeaching  the  validity  of  the  trading,  act  of  bank-  ^««P«  *  ^^'?- 

ruptcy,  and  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt.  house,  in  wliich 

^    ^'  ^  ^  ^     the  lodgers  take 

The  bankrupt  kept  a  boarding  and  lodging  house,  in  their  meals  at 

_    _.     _    _^-  ._.  1       .         1  1        her  own  table, 

Bedford  Place,  providing  meat  and  victuals  to  her  andwboocca- 
lodgers,  and  occasionally  supplying  them  with  wine,  them  with  wine 
On  the  28th  February  1842  all  the  bankrupt's  goods  diaws^ofV^' 
and  furniture  were  seized  under  an  execution  at  the  suit  u'a^e^wUh- 
of  an  attorney  of  ths  name  of  King,  who  stated  that  he  ^.16.1^^^' 
had  at  different  times  lent  the  bankrupt  money  to  the  {,^®j^i**P*' ®^  * 
amount  of  nearly  2000Z. ;  and  the  following  day  King  ^  P^^y  who 
put  a  fresh  execution  into  her  house,  at  the  suit  of  one  qaantities  of 

goods  of  differ- 

Dorcas  Phillips^  for  the  sum  of  500/.    The  proceeds  of  ent  tradesmen, 

without  the 

the  sales  under  these  executions  realized  2400/. ;  which  means  of  pay- 
sum  had  been  paid  into  Court,  and  awaited  the  result  of  they  are  deliver- 
legal  proceedings  under  the  Interpleader  Act,  to  test  the  leaves'he/house 
validity  of  the  executions.  It  appeared  from  the  affida-  ouUeavlng'**^' 
vits  in  opposition,  that  notwithstanding  King  had  put  1^^^^^^^^ 
these  executions  into  the  bankrupt's  house,  he  was  on  and  goes  into 

^  '  obscure  lodg- 

very  intimate  terms  with  her,  and  dined  with  her  several  »ng8  at  Read- 
ing, must  be 
times  during   the  week  after  the  executions    issued,  taken  to  depart 

from  her  dwel- 

On  the   24th   February,   only  four    days   before   the  Hnghouse with 

/.    1      /»  '111  n    1  intent  to  delay 

issuing  of  the  first  execution,  the  bankrupt  called  at  a  her  creditors, 
silversmith's,  and  ordered  numerous  articles  of  plate,  commitran  act 
together  with  a  ring  and  a  brooch,  amounting  in  the  ^        rupicy- 
whole  to  240/.     These  articles  were  delivered  at  the 
bankrupt's  house  on  the  26th  of  February.     On  the 
previous  30th  of  November  she  gave  an  order  for  thirty- 
two  dozen  of  wine,  which  was  also  delivered  to  her ;  and 
shortly  afterwards  she  gave  orders  to  other  wine  mer- 
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1842,        chants  for  nearly  300/.  worth  more  of  wine  ;  and,  in  the 
Ex  parte       interval  between  the  1st  October  1841  and  the  1st  March 
BiRCM.        1842,  the  value  of  the  goods  she   ordered  of  diflereot 
tradesmen  amounted  to  the  sum  of  3600/.     On  the  19th 
February   1842  the   bankrupt  left  home  early  in  die 
mornings  and  stayed  away  all  day,  and  returned  at  night. 
On  the  24th  February,  after  dark,  a  large  quantity  of 
boxes  and  packages  were  secretly  removed.     On  Sunday 
the  27th  February  tlie  bankrupt  informed    her  maid- 
servant, that  she  was  going  into  the  country  for  some 
time,  and  would  have  no  longer  occasion  for  her  services, 
that  the  servant's  wages  would  be  paid  during  her  ab- 
sence, but  that  she  need  not  inquire  by  whom  they  were 
paid.     On  the  Thursday  following,  the  3d  March,  she 
left  her  house,  and  never  returned  to  it,  and  her  servant 
did  not  know  where  she  had  gone.     Between  the  1st 
and  7th  March  several  creditors  called,  and  were  told 
that  the  bankrupt  was  from  home. 

On  the  7th  March  the  fiat  issued,  in  which  the 
bankrupt  was  described  as  ''  a  lodging-house  keeper, 
dealer,  and  chapwqman.**  The  debts  were  considerable, 
besides  those  to  the  amount  of  3600/.,  which  the  bank- 
rupt had  incurred  between  the  1st  October  and  the  1st 
March,  and  the  only  assets  consisted  of  a  few  articles 
of  property  seized  by  the  messenger  at  her  lodgings  in 
Reading,  and  a  claim  for  12/.  10^.  due  from  one  Char* 
lotte  SeatoUf  whose  residence  had  not  been  discovered. 

The  bankrupt  made  an  affidavit,  stating,  that  the 
persons  who  came  to  lodge  at  her  house  paid  a  certain 
sum  for  board  and  lodging ;  that  they  had  their  meals 
at  her  own  table ;  and  that  she  only  let  one  or  two  of 
her  lodgers  have  some  wine  upon  a  few  occasions,  when 
they  wanted  it,  to  prevent  them  from  sending  for  it  to  a 
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coftee-house;  that  she  left  her  house  on  the  3d  of  1842. 
March,  because  all  her  furniture  was  seized  under  the  ex  parte 
executions^  and  she  had  not  a  bed  to  lie  on ;  that  she 
ordered  a  board  to  be  put  in  front  of  the  house  directing 
her  letters  to  be  sent  to  a  certain  house  in  Great  Russell 
Street,  Bloomsbury ;  and  that  she  gave  no  orders  to  be 
denied  to  any  creditors. 

In  reply  to  the  bankrupt's  affidavit,  it  v^as  sworn  that 
on  the  30th  November  1841,  when  she  wrote  a  letter  to 
a  wine-merchant  ordering  thirty-two  dozen  of  wine,  she 
stated  that  "  she  did  not  intend  to  drink  it  all  herself, 
but  that  she  had  those  in  her  house  who  would  consume 
most  of  it;"  and  that  in  a  bill  she  sent  in  afterwards  to 
one  of  her  lodgers,  there  was  a  charge  for  several  bot- 
tles of  wine. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  in  support  of  the  petition,  called  on  the 
counsel  on  the  other  side  to  maintain  the  affirmative  of 
the  issue,  namely,  that  the  bankrupt  was  a  trader,  and 
had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

Mr.  Bacon,  and  Mr.  James,  contrd.  The  bankrupt, 
in  this  case,  was  a  trader,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
6  Geo,  4.  c.  16.  s.  S.,  which  declares  that  all  "  victuallers, 
keepers  of  inns,  taverns,  hotels,  or  coffee-houses,"  shall 
be  deemed  traders,  and  liable  to  become  bankrupt.  In 
Smith  V.  Scott  (a),  it  was  decided  that  the  keeper  of  a 
private  lodging  house,  who  ialso  sought  a  profit  by  fur- 
nishing her  guests  with  provisions,  was  subject  to  the 
bankrupt  laws  as  an  hotel  keeper,  although  the  provisions 
were  set  apart  as  the  separate  property  of  each  guest. 
A  distinction  may  be  taken  between  a  mere  lodging-* 

(a)  9  Bing.  14. 
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1842.  house  keeper,  and  one  that  boards  his  lodgers;  and  tint 
£x  parte  distinction  has  been  recognized  by  this  Court  (a).  Bot,  in 
this  case^  the  lodgers  of  the  bankrupt  were  found  botrdi 
as  well  as  lodging,  by  the  bankrupt,  and  agreed  to  pay 
a  certain  sum  for  that  accommodation,  in  addition  to  the 
price  of  the  lodgings.     So  much  as  to  the  trading. 

With  respect  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  it  is  clear  from 
the  evidence,  that  the  bankrupt  departed  from  her  dwel- 
ling-house, with  intent  to  delay  her  creditors.  Some  of 
her  goods  were  secretly  made  awaj  with ;  she  goes  into 
the  country,  without  making  any  provision  for  the  pay- 
ment of  her  debts ;  several  creditors  call  in  her  absence; 
and  she  abruptly  discharges  her  servants^  without  givii^ 
them  a  month's  warning.  There  is  every  reason  to  believe, 
from  the  frequent  conferences  between  the  bankrupt  and 
^172^,  the  execution  creditor,  and  the  quantity  of  goods 
she  ordered  of  different  tradesmen  so  recently  before 
the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  that  the  whole  scheme  was  a  con- 
trivance to  pay  the  execution  creditor,  and  that  this  peti- 
tion is,  in  reality,  the  petition  of  King,  and  not  that  of 
the  bankrupt. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Keene,  in  support  of  the  peti- 
tion. We  submit  that  a  boarding-house  keeper  like  the 
bankrupt  is  not  such  a  trader,  as  was  contemplated  by 
the  act  of  parliament.  None  of  the  words  of  the  2nd 
section  can  by  any  possibility  be  made  to  apply  to  the 
bankrupt,  except  the  words  ''  keepers  of  hotels,"  and 
those  words  cannot  include  within  their  meaning  a  lady, 
who  permits  her  lodgers  to  board  at  her  own  table. 
This  was  not  an  open  house,  like  an  inn  or  hotel,  which 
any  person  has  a  right  to  enter,  and  order  what  he  wants 
to  eat  or  drink.    The  bankrupt  swears  that  she  never 

(a)  See  Ex  parte  Bawen,  2  Deac.  99. 
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supplied  any  wine  to  her  guests,  except  on  a  very  few        1842. 
occasions ;  and  one  solitary  act  of  dealing,  it  has  been       ^^^^ 

£x  ptrte 

decided,  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  the  trading,  unless  Birch. 
coupled  with  evidence  of  a  general  intention  to  trade ; 
Ex  parte  Wilkes  (a).  In  Smith  v.  Scott  (b),  which  has 
been  relied  on  by  the  other  side,  the  Court  said,  that  a 
lodging-house  keeper  must  be  brought  within  the  descrip^ 
tion  of  a  hotel  keeper,  to  be  made  a  bankrupt;  and  that 
this  could  only  be  done,  where  the  party  sought  her  live- 
lihood by  a  profit  on  the  provisions  she  furnished  to  her 
guests. 

In  regard  to  the  act  of  bankruptcyi— -there  is  no  pre- 
tence for  saying  that  she  committed  one  on  the  3rd  of 
March,  when  she  expressly  states  that  she  was  advised  to 
leave  her  house,  on  account  of  all  her  goods  being  seized 
under  the  executions.  There  is  no  evidence  of  any  orders 
given  by  her  to  be  denied  to  any  creditor ;  and,  before 
she  quitted  her  house,  she  gave  directions  for  a  board  to 
be  put  up,  informing  those  who  called  where  her  letters 
were  to  be  sent,  and  where,  of  course,  she  could  easily 
be  heard  of. 

The  bankrupt  states  also,  that  if  she  ever  was  a  trader, 
she  had  ceased  to  be  so  when  the  petitioning  creditor's 
debt  accrued;  for,  when  the  bills  which  he  held  fell 
due,  all  her  lodgers  had  left  her  house ;  but  we  do  not 
so  much  rely  on  this  objection. 

Sir  John  Cross.  The  points  which  the  Court  has  to 
determine  in  this  case  are,  whether  there  exists  any 
proof  of  the  trading,  and  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy ;  the 
point  relative  to  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  having 
been  all  but  abandoned  by  the  counsel  in  support  of  the 
petition;  which,  however  intended  to  serve  the  interests 
(a)  2  MoDt.  &  A.  667 ;  2  Deac.  1.  (6)  9  Bing.  14. 
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1842.        of  third  parties,  is  presented  in  the  name  of  the  bankrupt 
Ex  arte       First,  with  regard  to  the  trading, — the  facts  appear  to 

Birch.       i^^  i\^^i  ^^^  bankrupt  kept  a  boarding  and  lodging  boase, 
contracting  with  various  parties  to  hoard  as  well  as  lodge 
them,  and  to  supply  them  for  this  purpose  with  certain 
necessary  articles.     She  was  in  the  habit,  as  appears 
from  the  evidence,  of  purchasing  large  quantities  of  wine, 
for  the  purpose  of  supplying  her  establishment;  and  in 
a  letter  which  she  wrote  to  a  wine  merchant,  accounting 
for  an  order  for  so  large  a  quantity  as  thirty-two  dozen, 
she  said  that  ^'  she  did  not  mean  to  drink  it  all  herself, 
but  that  she  had  those  in  her  house  who  did  drink  much 
of  it"    This  quantity,  though  amounting  in  value  to  79/., 
was  not  considered  enough;  accordingly,  orders  were 
given  to  other  wine  merchants  for  nearly  300/.  worth 
more ;  and  yet  it  is  now  contended  by  the  petitioner's 
counsel,  that  this  was  only  for  the  private  use  of  her 
own  family,  consisting  of  three  females.     There  can  be 
no  doubt  whatever,  that  part  of  the  wine  was  bought 
for  the  use  of  her  lodgers ;  though  there  is  great  reason 
to  believe  that  the  greater  portion  of  it  was  not  procured 
for  their  accommodation,  but  for  the  purpose  of  being 
swallowed  up  in  the  intended  execution  of  her  friend, 
Mr.  Kinff.    There  is,   however,  sufiicient  evidence  of 
carrying  on  a  business  by  buying  and  selling,  part  of 
the  wine  being  purchased  and  paid  for  by  her  lodgers. 
As  to  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  it  has  been  urged, 
that,  though  of  sufficient  amount,  it  was  not  contracted 
by  the  bankrupt  until  after  the  trading  had  ceased ;  but 
there  is  nothing  to  show  this ;  and  indeed  the  trading 
appears  to  have  been  carried  on  up  to  the  time  of  the 
bankrupt  quitting  her  house.     It  cannot  be  denied  that 
there  was  a  dealing  on  the  30th  November,  when  she 
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ordered  the  thirty-two  dozen  of  wine;  for  the  debt  was        1842. 
contracted  in  reality  for  the  supply  of  her  stock  in  trade,       j^^  ^^^ 
and  in  the  bill  she  sent  in  to  one  of  her  lodgers,  at  the 
end  of  the  year,  there  is  a  charge  for  several  bottles  of 
wine. 

I  come  then  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy.     The  question 
is,  with  what  intent  she  quitted  her  residence  in  Bedford 
Place,  and  went  to  live  in  lodgings  at  Reading.     Did 
she  go  there  to  be  out  of  the  way  of  her  creditors,  or 
not  ?     In  the  course  of  a  few  months,  debts  to  the  enor- 
mous amount   of  above  3000/.  were  contracted  with 
various  tradesmen,  whose  goods  were  left  in  the  house 
for  the  purpose  of  meeting  the  execution.     Only  a  day 
or  two  before  her  departure,   plate  and  jewels  to  the 
value  of  220L  were  also  laid  in,  just  in  time  to  be  swept 
away  by  the  levy.     It  was  not  convenient  to  the  bank- 
rupt, under  such  circumstances,  to  remain  in  Bedford 
Place,  where  she  could  not  stand  the  complaints  of  so 
many  creditors,  with  whom  she  had  thus  dishonestly 
contracted  these  debts ;  she  had,  therefore,  good  reason 
to  go  to  Reading,  where  she  had  previously  secured  a 
retreat.    She  went  away  secretly,  leaving  no  notice  where 
she  was  to  be  found,  and  all  appeared  to  have  been  done 
in  concert  with  her  friend,  Mr.  King,  who  sued  out  the 
execution  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  a  debt  of  nearly 
2000/.,  alleged  to  have  been  contracted  by  her  since  the 
death  of  her  husband,  who  died  insolvent,  leaving  her 
utterly  destitute.  Yet  this  individual,  it  is  pretended,  lent 
her  large  sums,  without  security  or  interest,  until  the  whole 
amounted  to  1500/., for  which  he  took  a  note,  and  a  memo- 
randum promising  a  bill  of  sale  and  a  life  insurance. 
For  two  years  after  this,  nothing  was  done  by  the  debtor, 
but  more  money  was  lent  by  the  creditor,  who  more- 
VOL.  II.  z  z 
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1842.       orer  allowed  his  debtor  to  reoeire  unqtiestioiied  a  kgicj 
^"^^       of  3002.    There  was  another  execution  also,  for  a  sumof 

£z  parte 

BiicB.       500/.,  aUeged  to  be  due  to  one  Dartxu  PUB^,  but 
who  or  what  she  was,  or  if  in  existence,  was  not  koown. 
These  two  executions  were  levied  by  Mr.  King  on  tlie 
efiects,  when  this  woman  had  gone  away  to  aroid  her 
creditors.    There  is  no  pretence  whaferer  to  soppoct 
this  petition  for  annulling  the  fiat,  which  appears  to  be 
in  all  respects  perfectly  valid ;  but  if  there  were  any  sod 
pretence,  I  should  not  be  induced,  under  aU  the  drcoD- 
stances,  to  annul  a  fiat  thus  issued.     The  petition  most 
therefore  be  dismissed ;  and  if  it  had  appeared  by  eri- 
dence,  at  whose  instigation  the  petition  had  been  pre- 
sented, the  costs  should  hare  been  decreed  against  dui 
party.    The  Court  will  not,  however,  give  costs  ngtioA 
the  bankrupt,  as  it  is  contrary  to  the  general  rale,  aod 
would  in  the  present  instance  be  quite  useless. 

Petition  iiS«nl€«iwi 


^^^^'  Ex  parte  Burt. 

JunedO. 

Where t ptrty  xHIS  was  an  application  of  a  party  to  be  dischamd 
had  been  sum-  ^ 


mooed  to  tueod  from  an  arrest  made  upon  him,  after  attending  a 

the  registrar,  ,    ^  .  .  ^         ^     ,  .       _ 

on  t  rotttcr  mons  before  the  registrar  to  be  examined  as  a  witness 
reCened  to  him"  oti  a  matter  referred  to  him  by  the  Court  of  Reriew. 
KfuTuiog  0«  the  26th  July  1841,  the  Court  made  an  Order  diat 
J^JJJ^^J;^*  certain  matters  mentioned  in  a  petition  should  be  re- 
^  outer  door  ferred  to  the  registrar  for  inquiry,  with  power  to  examine 
triri 0^, he   witnesses,  &c.     On  the  28th  of  the  present  month  tbe 

wfti  ofdered  to 

be  discharged ; 

but  witbont  costs  against  the  officer,  u  he  would  not  undertake  t«  beiof  ao  actiea  far  6ki 

imprisosment* 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  667 

party  attended  before  the  registrar,  in  pursuance  of  a        184S. 
summons  previously  served  on  him;  when,  after  being       ex  parte 
examined  some  time,  his  examination  was  adjourned  by        ^^*^' 
the  registrar  to  a  future  day ;  and  he  had  hardly  closed 
the  outer  door  in  leaving  the  registrar's  office^  before 
he  was  arrested.     He  stated  in  his  afSdavit^  that  he 
showed  his  summons  to  the  officeri  but  the  arrest  was 
persisted  in. 

Mr.  Keene,  in  support  of  the  applicadoni  now  moved 
that  the  party  should  be  dischargedi  and  that  the  sheriff 
should  pay  the  costs^  and  cited  JSx  parte  Byne,  in  the 
matter  of  Bryant  (a),  where  a  party  was  arrested  while 
attending  a  meeting  of  Commissioners^  in  order  to  tender 
his  evidence  upon  an  inquiry  depending  before  them ; 
and  upon  a  motion  for  his  discharge^  Lord  JSldon  was 
of  opinion,  that  the  want  of  a  summons,  or  a  subpoena, 
ought  not  to  deprive  a  witness,  actually  in  attendance  for 
the  purpose  of  giving  evidence,  of  that  privilege  which, 
upon  common  law  principles,  and  for  the  objects  of  jus- 
tice, he  was  entitled  to,  and  that  during  such  attendance 
and  returning  he  was  protected;  and  hord Bldon  accord- 
ingly ordered  him  to  be  discharged,  at  the  expense  of  the 
creditor.  The  present  is  a  stronger  case  for  a  dis- 
charge ;  for  here  the  party  was  duly  summoned  before 
the  registrar. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  contrd,  admitted  that  the  party  was 
entitled  to  his  discharge,  but  submitted  that  it  ought  not 
to  be  with  costs  against  the  ofiicer.  An  alteration  was 
made  in  the  summons,  not  by  the  registrar,  but  by  some 
one  else,  by  inserting  the  day  to  which  the  examination 
(a)  1  Ves.  &  B.  316 ;  1  Rose,  451. 

zz2 
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IS-frS.  was  adjoomed,  in  the  place  of  the  ortginal  day  qpedfied 
£^  ^^       dioeiii.     It  is  doabcfid,  drndbre,  wbedier  this  was  i 

^^  valid  saauDoas.  The  bailiff  who  arrested  the  applicut 
odmd  CO  accompany  hiai  btt^  Co  the  registrar,  to  ksov 
whether  the  fianns  was  conecty  and  whether  the  ailB>- 
anon  was  Bade  with  ius  aochoricy;  hot  this  the  appfi- 
cant  refbacd  to  dow  In  Ex  fmrtt  Byme^  the  Order  for 
the  disdiarge  of  the  party  was  Bade  on  the  creditor  id 
the  first  inatanoe,  and  if  the  party  was  mit  dischaiged, 
then  on  the  officer.  Under  all  the  ciicmnstances,  it  is 
sobmitted  that  the  Order  ought  to  be  without  costs.  la 
a  similar  case  which  occnned  in  this  Court,  Ex  park 
Briitem  vii)»  the  Coort  did  not  order  the  officer  to  pay 


Sir  JoHX  Ceoss.  If  the  fiurts  were  as  stated  by  the 
officer  s  cooDsel,  they  might  induce  the  Court  ao  to 
qualify  the  Order;  but  this  stateaaent  is  at  Tariance  with 
the  eridence  of  the  other  side.  The  officer  has  sab 
jected  himself  to  an  action  fiur  an  illegal  arrest,  as  he 
was  informed  of  the  summons,  and  still  perserered  in 
arresting  the  party.  He  has  therefore  made  himself 
liable,  not  only  to  an  action,  but  to  a  commitment  ibr  coo- 
tempt  ;  and  ought,  I  think,  to  pay  the  costs ;  provided 
the  applicant  will  undertake  not  to  bring  an  actioo 
against  him. 

Mr.  Keene  having  stated  to  the  Court,  that  the  appli- 
cant would  not  consent  to  give  such  an  undertaking. 

The  Ord£R  was  made  for  the  discharge  of  the 
party,  without  costs  against  the  officer. 

(a)  1  MoDt  Deac.  &  D.  278. 


n 
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1842. 


Ex  parte  Mudie. — In  the  matter  of  James. serieantt' inn, 

_^  July  II. 

1  HIS  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor,  in  the  nature  of  a  where  a  peU- 
petition  for  rehearing  a  former  petition,  which  had  been  dismisied,  with 
presented  by  him  for  proof  of  a  debt.     The  former  peti-  STdwcmm?" 
tion  was  heard  on  the  24th  of  January  last,  when  it  was  J*^fj  he'^p^^ 

ordered  to  be  dismissed  with  costs.     The  commission  the  cotu,  not- 

withstaodiDg 

against  the  bankrupt  issued  so  long  ago  as  the  year  there  hta  been 

no  actual  de- 
1823.  mandonhim 

for  the  payment 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Hallett,  were  in  support  of 
the  petition. 


Mr.  GreeUf  cantrd,  objected  to  the  hearing  of  this 
petition,  as  the  costs  of  the  former  one  had  not  yet  been 
paid  by  the  petitioner.  The  present  is  an  amended 
petition,  stating  new  facts.  In  Ex  parte  Munk  (a), 
where  the  former  petition  of  a  bankrupt  was  dismissed 
on  the  merits,  with  costs  to  be  paid  by  him,  and  he  con- 
tinued in  contempt  for  non-payment  of  the  costs,  it  was 
held  that  he  had  no  loctis  standi  in  Court,  upon  the  pre- 
sentation of  another  petition,  the  object  of  which  was 
precisely  the  same. 

Mr.  Anderdon.  Costs,  which  are  not  taxed  and  not 
demanded^  are  not  payable.  To  support  an  objection  to 
the  hearing  of  a  petition,  on  the  ground  of  the  costs  not 
having  been  paid  by  the  petitioner,  as  directed  by  a  for- 
mer Order,  there  must  have  been  a  personal  demand  of 
the  costs ;  otherwise  the  party  is  not  in  contempt ;  Ex 
parte  Wyatt(b).  In  the  present  case,  the  assignees 
who  oppose  this  petition  are  themselves  in  default ;  for 
(a)  2  Deac.  &  C.  120.  (6)  3  l>eac«  &  C.  665. 
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1842.  although  the  Order  on  the  hearing  of  the  former  petition 
£z  parte      ^'^^  ™^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  January  last,  they  have  never 

MuDiE.  yg^  ^^jg  j^jjy  demand  for  the  costs,  nor  even  when  the 
present  petition  was  actually  set  down  for  hearing  at  the 
last  bankruptcy  sittings.  If  they  had  proceeded  with 
more  diligence,  the  petitioner  would  then  have  been  in 
a  better  situation  to  pay  the  costs.  JEx  parte  Munk, 
which  has  been  cited  by  the  other  side,  was  decided 
under  very  special  circumstances;  the  petition  for  re- 
hearing in  that  case  having  been  vexatiously  presented. 

Mr.  Green.  The  costs  have  been  taxed  in  this  case ; 
and  the  assignees  were  not  bound  to  make  the  objection 
as  to  their  non-payment  when  the  petition  was  set  down, 
but  when  it  is  called  on  for  hearmg.  Besides,  it  appears 
that  the  petition  was  set  down  by  mistake  at  the  former 
sittings. 

Sir  John  Cross.  Under  the  actual  circumstances 
attending  this  case,  the  time  for  hearing  the  petition  has 
never  arrived  until  the  present  moment.  It  seems,  that 
the  petition  was  erroneously  set  down  at  the  former 
sittings  of  the  Court ;  but  it  is  now  regularly  called  on 
for  hearing.  This^  therefore,  is  the  proper  time  to 
object  that  the  petitioner  has  not  complied  with  the 
former  Order,  by  which  he  was  directed  to  pay  the 
costs.  I  do  not  see  why  the  Court  should  depart  from 
its  regular  practice,  in  favour  of  this  petitioner*  This 
commission,  it  appears,  issued  as  long  as  nineteen  years 
ago>  and  the  petitioner,  after  this  length  of  time,  now 
applies  to  prove  a  debt.  It  cannot  therefore  be  a  pre- 
judice to  him,  that  this  petition  should  stand  over  to  a 
future  day.     I  think  that  the  costs  of  the  former  peti- 
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tion  ought  to  be  paid,  before  this  petition  can  be  heard;  l^^^* 

the  time  for  which  of  course  depends  entirely  on  the  peti-  ETwIrte 

tioner.  Mudu, 


In  the  matter  of  Camfion. 5^.^,,,  j^^^ 

iyiR,  Anderdon  applied  to  the  Court  for  an  Order  that  No  order  ai  to 
a  petition,  which  was  about  to  be  presented  for  next  be^m^on  a" 
Monday,  the  18th  instant,  might  be  put  into  the  paper  SSJnJir*^* 
for  hearing  on  that  day. 

Sir  John  Cross.  The  Court  cannot  make  an  Order 
on  a  petition  not  yet  presented.  When  the  petition  is 
duly  lodged  in  the  oflSce,  the  Court  will  probably  make 
the  Order  you  wish. 


Ex  parte  William  Maonay  and  Alexander  Rooers. 
— In  the  matter  of  Henry  Thomas  Austen,  Henry 

MaUNDE,  and  James  TiLSON. Serf§ant^  inn 

July  II.    ' 

IHIS  was  the  petition  of  the  sheriffs  of  London,  pray-  To  a  writ  of  ex- 
ing  that  the  accountant  in  bankruptcy  might  be  ordered,  against  a  bank- 
out  of  the  money  standing  in  his  name  in  the  Bank  of  bj^g'aaer^e 
England,  as  part  of  the  estate  of  the  above  bankrupts,  ^mSu8k)n**tlie 

sheriff  rctumi 
that  the  bankrupt  was  entitled  to  a  sum  standiog  in  the  nane  of  the  accountant  in  bank* 
ruptcy,  in  the  books  of  the  Bank  of  England,  that  the  accountant  held  the  money  in  trust  for 
the  bankrupt,  and  that  the  sheiiffi  had  sttnd  such  money.  On  thu  letum  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer made  an  Order,  that  the  sheriffs  should  pay  over  to  the  prosecutor  of  the  extent  the 
amount  of  his  debt.  On  a  petition  by  the  sheriffs  to  the  Cout  of  Review  to  order  this  money 
to  be  paid  over  to  them  by  the  accountant  in  bankruptcy :  Held,  that  the  finding  of  the  in- 
quisition, and  the  sheriib'  retarn,  were  alike  enoneoos,  and  the  Court  therefore  refused  to 
make  any  such  Order. 


and  anothei. 
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1842.        to  pay  to  the  petitioners  the  sunt  of   18S6L  13s.  Sd., 
^"^^       together  witli  sheriffs'  poundage  and  oflBcers'  fees,  ac- 
^Iagnav       cording  to  the  directions  of  a  certain  writ  of  extent,  and 
an  Order  made  tliereon  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

Tlie  petitioner  stated,  that  Henry  Thomas  Austen^  one 
of  the  bankrupts,  was  Receiver  General  of  Taxes  for  the 
County  of  Oxford,  and  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the 
Commission,  which  was  so  long  ago  as  the  16th  March 
1816,  the  bankrupts  were  found,  by  an  inquisition  on  a 
writ  of  extent  then  issued,  to  be  indebted  to  the  crown 
in  ^,743/.  8^.  lOd.  Edward  Knight  and  Mary  Austen 
were  sureties  for  Henry  Thomas  Austen^  and  at  their 
instance  an  extent  in  aid  was  also  issued  against  the  bank- 
rupts, which  was  indorsed  to  levy  1826/.  \Ss.  5d.  To 
this  last-mentioned  writ  the  sheriffs  returned,  that  on 
the  2d  November  1841  they  caused  an  inquisition  to 
be  taken,  upon  which  it  was  found,  that  on  the  18th 
February  1841  the  bankrupts  were  entitled  to  the  sum 
of  7057/.  Ids.  8d.,  standing  in  the  name  of  Basil  JUan- 
tagu,  Esq.  accountant  in  bankruptcy,  in  the  books  of 
the  Bank  of  England,  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy 
theretofore  issued,  and  then  in  force;  and  that  the  said 
B.  Montagu,  as  such  accountant,  held  the  said  money 
in  trust  for  the  bankrupts,  which  said  sum  the  sheriffs 
returned,  that  they  had  seized  into  the  hands  of  our 
Lady  the  Queen.  On  the  4th  November  1841,  notice 
of  this  inquisition  and  return  was  given  to  the  ac- 
countant in  bankruptcy,  and  also  to  the  official  assignee. 
On  the  18th  November  the  prosecutors  of  the  extent  ob- 
tained an  order  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  that  the  she- 
riffs should,  on  or  before  the  30th  November,  out  of  the 
above-mentioned  sum  of  7057/.  I5s.  8d,  pay  to  Edward 
Knight  and  Mary  Austen,  the  prosecutors  of  the  extent. 
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the  sum  of  1826/.  I3s.  5d.    On  the  24th  November,  the        1842. 
sheriffs  made  an  application  to  Mr.  Montagu,  the  ac-       j.^  ^^e 
countant  in  bankruptcy,  to  pay  over  to  them  this  last-      ^^^'^V 
mentioned  sum,  which  he  declined  to  do,  without  the 
order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  or  the  Court  of  Review. 
The  sum  of  7057/.  I5s.  8d.  was  produced  by  the  sale  of 
certain   lands  in  the   county  of  Worcester,   in  which 
Henry  Maunde,  one  of  the  bankrupts,  had  a  reversionary 
interest  when  he  became  the  crown's  debtor. 

On  the  4th  June  1842,  the  sheriffs  obtained  a  con- 
ditional Order  from  the  Court  of  Review  on  the  above 
petition;  but  the  Order  was  not  to  be  acted  upon  for  one 
month,  to  enable  the  assignees  to  take  such  steps  as 
they  should  be  advised. 

On  the  21st  June  184S,  the  assignees  applied  to  the 
Lord  Chancellor  to  be  permitted  to  proceed  by  petition 
of  appeal  from  the  above  Order  of  the  Court  of  Review, 
when  his  Lordship  granted  an  Order  for  that  purpose. 
On  the  27th  June  application  was  made  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor, that  the  petition  of  appeal  might  be  answered 
for  an  early  day,  to  which  application  his  Lordship  de- 
clined to  give  his  assent,  but  recommended  the  assignees 
to  apply  to  the  Court  of  Review  to  stay  the  payment  of 
the  fund  under  the  above  Order  of  the  Court,  until  an 
appeal  could  be  heard  against  such  Order.  On  the  S9th 
June,  the  assignees  accordingly  applied  to  the  Court  of 
Review,  that  the  payment  of  the  money  under  the  above 
order  might  be  suspended,  to  enable  them  to  have  an 
appeal  heard  against  such  Order ;  when  the  Court 
directed  the  former  Order  to  be  suspended  until  the  pe- 
tition was  reheard,  as  the  Order  had  been  made  on  the 
former  occasion  without  discussion. 

The  petition  accordingly  now  came  on  for  re-hearing. 
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1842.  Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Watson,  in  support  of  the  pe* 


tnd  aaotlitr. 


^^  tition.  The  object  of  the  sherifis  is  to  reach,  by  the 
.S^^JIXL  ^^^^^  ^f  ^^^  Court,  a  sum  of  money  standing  in  the  name 
of  the  accountant  in  bankruptcyi  which  was  the  produce 
of  an  estate  belonging  to  one  of  the  bankrupts,  and  sold 
by  order  of  the  assignees.  The  bankrupts  were  debtors 
to  the  crown  in  1816|  and  as  the  crown  extent  was  prior 
to  the  commission  which  issued  in  that  year,  it  of  course 
overrode  the  rights  of  the  assignees.  The  whole  amount 
which  was  found  due  to  the  crown  has  been  paid,  eith^ 
on  levies,  or  by  the  sureties,  except  a  sum  of  800L  Bat 
the  extent  was  never  brought  into  operation  against  the 
reversionary  interest  of  Henry  Maunde  in  the  estate  in 
Worcestershire;  and  therefore  a  writ  of  non  omkias  was 
afterwards  issued  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  for  the 
levy  of  the  remaining  sum  of  SOOil,  together  with  11461 
for  taxed  costs,  sheriffs'  poundage,  &c«  The  assignees 
had  notice  of  the  execution  of  the  inquisition  on  the  ex- 
tent in  aid,  but  did  not  think  proper  to  attend  on  that 
occasion,  when  the  jury  found  that  the  bankrupts  were 
entitled  to  the  sum  of  7057/.  15s.  Scl.,  standing  in  the 
name  of  the  accountant  in  bankruptcy. 

Sir  John  Cross.  That  was  certainly  an  extracNrdinary 
finding  by  the  jury.  Can  it  be  contended,  that  money  in 
the  Bank  of  England  under  a  commission  of  bankrupt  is 
money  held  in  trust  for  the  bankrupts?  There  is  a 
second  fiction  in  the  case,  that  the  sheriffs  are  said  to  have 
seized  the  same.  You  propose  on  behalf  of  the  prose- 
cutor of  an  extent  in  aid,  to  seize  property  not  belong- 
ing to  the  bankrupts,  or  held  for  them;  and  you  must 
show  some  authority  for  such  a  course.    Where  has  it 
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ever  been  decided^  that  a  sheriff*  may  seize  property  in       1842. 
custodid  legis  ? 


Mr.  Anderdon.  The  Court  perhaps  will  look  with 
some  indulgence  upon  the  awkward  situation  in  which 
the  sheriffs  are  placed.  If  they  moved  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  for  an  attachment  against  the  accountant  in 
bankruptcyi  they  would  o£fend  this  Court;  and  if  they 
do  not^  they  will  be  liable  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  sum 
found  by  the  inquisition  out  of  their  own  pockets. 

Sir  John  Cross.  The  question  is;  whetheri  in  con- 
formity with  the  process  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  for 
the  relief  of  the  sheriffs,  whose  proceedings  appear  to 
have  been  erroneous^  this  Court  is  bound  to  make  an 
Order  to  arrest  the  money  in  the  hands  of  its  officer. 
You  want  to  import  a  judgment  of  one  Court  upon  the 
funds  of  another.  I  would  suggest,  that  the  parties,  who 
claim  this  money  under  the  Order  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer, should  petition  this  Court  in  a  regular  way, 
stating  their  claim  on  the  fund  in  question. 

Mr.  Anderdon.  Those  parties,  Knight  and  Austen, 
the  prosecutors  of  the  extent  in  aid,  will  not  petition. 
They  are  adverse  parties  to  the  sheriffs,  and  have  already 
got  an  attachment  against  them  in  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer. This  Court,  it  is  submitted,  is  bound  either  to 
make  the  Order  now  prayed  for,  or  permit  the  sheriffs 
to  proceed  personally  against  the  accountant  in  bank- 
ruptcy ;  for  the  Court  has  already  by  its  own  solemn  act 
sanctioned  the  claim  of  the  petitioners,  by  giving  them  a 
conditional  Order  in  this  petition. 


Ezpvte 

Maonat 

and  another. 
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I'^^t.  Mr.  KeKycm  Parker,  aod  Mr.  Jlogfen,  camiri,  vm 

h%  |*fi*      »topped  by  the  Court. 

Sir  John  Cross.     The  petitioners,  in  this  cisei  oil 
on  the  Court  to  do  am  act,  which  is  wholly  anprecedemed; 
snd  I  am  not  prepared  to  comply  with  their  request,— 
especially  when  I  see  that  the  claim  on  the  fiind  in  ques- 
tion ib  founded  on  a  misrepresentation,  and  when  I  also 
find  that  there  is  a  right  of  proof  for  more  than  lOOQL, 
which  has  not  been  adjudicated  on  by  any  Court  what- 
ever.    A  good  deal  has  been  said  of  a  solemn  act  of  this 
Court  in  favour  of  the  claim  of  the  petitioners.     But  the 
interlocutory  Order  of  the  Court  was  made  without  aoj 
discuHttion ;  it  did  not  recognize  the  right  of  the  ped- 
tionerH  to  take  the  money,  but  was  made  for  the  purpose 
of  preventing  the  assignees  from  distributing  the  fund, 
until  the  petitioners  had  time  to  establish  their  rights 
before  the  Court  of  Exchequeri  and  because  this  Court 
was  anxious  not  to  do  any  thing  which  could  contravene 
the  authority  of  the   other  Court.      The  respondents 
intimated  an  intention  of  appealing  to  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor from  the  former  Order  of  this  Court ;  and,  bj 
consent  of  all  parties,  the  matter  now  comes  before  the 
Court  ill  the  shape  of  a  petition  for  rehearing.    The 
counsel  tor  the  petitioners  has  adduced  no  precedent  for 
such  an  application ;   and   I  am  of  opinion,  that  this 
Court  has  no  authority  to  order  the  accountant  in  bank* 
ruptcy  to  pay  over  this  sum  of  money.     How  does  the 
matter  turn  out^  on  further  investigation  t     A  wnt  fron 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  is  sued  out,  on  the  prosecution 
of  Kmitfht  and  Austem^  the  sureties  for  the  bankrupt 
Hnuy   T/iiitmas  Atuina,  cosmuandiog  the  sheri£  not 
only  to  arrest  the  body  of  the  bankrupt^  bat  to  inquire 
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what  lands  and  goods  belonged  to  him  or  the  other  1842. 
bankrupts;  and  the  sheriffs  return  to  the  Court  of  Ex-  e^  parte 
chequer,  that  they  find  a  sum  of  7000/.  to  be  in  the  hands  and  tnoiher. 
of  the  accountant  in  bankruptcy,  in  trust  for  the  bank- 
rupts, and  that  they  have  seized  this  money.  Why  what 
could  the  Court  of  Exchequer  do,  upon  such  a  return, 
but  order  the  sheriffs  to  pay  over  the  amount  of  the  sum 
for  which  the  extent  was  issued?  It  does  not  appear, 
that  the  sheriffs  have  made  any  attempt,  as  they  might 
have  done,  to  procure  the  parties  interested  in  this 
money  to  interplead ;  neither  have  they  shown  why  they 
did  not  make  a  special  return  to  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer. The  finding  under  the  inquiry,  and  the  return  by  ** 
the  sheriffs,  are  alike  erroneous.  I  have  already  men- 
tioned other  ways  in  which  this  matter  might  be  brought 
before  the  Court.  Knight  and  Austen^  the  prosecutors 
of  the  extent  in  aid«  might  petition  this  Court  to  adjudi- 
cate on  their  claim  ;  or  the  sheriffs,  if  obliged  to  pay  the 
money,  in  pursuance  of  the  return  they  have  made  to 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  might  also  come  here,  and 
petition  to  stand  in  the  place  of  Knight  and  Austen^  with 
respect  to  any  claims  of  those  parties  to  the  fund  in 
question.  But,  as  the  matter  now  stands  before  the 
Court,  I  cannot  say  that  the  sheriffs  are  entitled  to  any 
thing ;  and  this  petition  must  consequently  be  dismissed. 

Mr.  Kenyan  Parker  applied  for  costs  against  the 
sheriffs. 

Sir  John  Cross.    I  think  I  ought  not  to  give  costs. 

Petition  dismissed — Assignees  to  have  their  costs 
out  of  the  estate. 


678  CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

1842. 

\^v^  Ex  parte  Johnson. — In  the  matter  of  Johnson. 

Serjeants*  Inn, 

July  13.      This  was  the  petition  of  the  bankrupt  to  bare  the  fiat 

Where  two  firms  ,,    ,^  «  ..i  •«• 

have  one  part-  annulled^  for  want  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  also  be- 
both,  a  debt  cause  the  fiat  had  been  sued  out  for  an  improper  object, 
tl^"other  can-  °  th^^  ^f  effecting  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership. 
iubj wt'Sf  t  ^^  The  act  of  bankruptcy,  on  which  the  liat  was  founded, 
&  2*^ VicH^r  ^  ^^^  ^^^  omission  to  pay,  or  give  security,  according  to 
iJc^u^'^of  *®  provisions  of  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  s.8.;  but  the 
cj.«ating  an  act  validity  of  this  alleged  act  of  bankruptcy  was  now  dis- 
the  statute  re-    puted,  ou  the  ground  that  the  debt  on  which  proceedings 

quiring  such 

debt  to  be  re-     under  the  act  are  founded,  must  be  a  legal  debt,  whereas 

coverableatlaw.  ...  ,  .11*. 

A  fiat  will  be  it  WAS  m  the  present  case  merely  an  equitable  demand; 

annulled,  if  sued  ...^  •■«  «*  1  <■ 

out  for  a  pur-  being,  in  fact,  a  sum  due  from  one  nrm  to  another,  and 
^^of°tKank-  there  being  one  partner  common  to  both  firms.  The 
M^that^f  eflS!t-  facts  were  as  follows.  One  Joseph  Homer,  the  younger, 
tfonoftpwtner-  Carried  on  the  business  of  corn-miller,  in  partnership 
8hip;aiidwm6/«,  ^^j^  }^}g  father,  Joseph  Horner,  the  elder,  and  his 

it  IS  not  neces-  '  r  »  * 

sary  to  prove      brother  Jokti  Juhb  Homer.    He  also  carried  on  the 

that  there  was 

no  other  pur-  business  of  tow-spinucr,  in  partnership  with  the  bank- 
rupt, and  there  was  a  debt  of  700/.  claimed  to  be  due  to 
the  former  of  these  firms  from  the  latter. 

Joseph  Horner,  the  younger,  had  been  desirous  of 
dissolving  the  partnership  between  himself  and  the 
bankrupt,  and  had  made  proposals  to  the  latter  with  that 
view,  which  had  not  however  been  acceded  to.  Shortly 
afterwards  notice  was  served  upon  the  bankrupt  and  his 
partner,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  statute,  1  &  2 
Vict,  c.  110.  s.  8.,  to  pay  the  debt  of  700/.;  and  neither 
payment  nor  security  being  forthcoming,  a  separate  fiat 
was  sued  out  against  the  bankrupt  alone,  not  by  the  firm 
to  whom  that  debt  was  due,  but  by  another  firm  of  Tay- 
lor, Wordsworth,  Whitehead,  and  Pollard,  to  whom  the 
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bankrupt  and  his  partner  were  also  indebted ;  but  who,  ^®*^' 
it  appeared^  had  made  no  application  for  payment  till  £<  parte 
immediately  before  they  struck  the  docket,  nor  had  they 
taken  any  proceedings  to  recover  their  debt  from  the 
bankrupt's  partner.  It  was  moreover  stated,  that  the 
joint  assets  amounted  to  2000/.,  which  was  sufficient  for 
payment  of  all  the  joint  debts,  whereas  the  bankrupt's 
separate  property  would  not  produce  SO/.,  and  it  was 
stated,  that  several  joint  debts  had  been  paid  by  the 
bankrupt's  partner,  after  the  commencement  of  the  pro- 
ceedings on  which  the  fiat  was  founded. 

As  further  evidence  of  the  allegation  that  the  real 
object  of  the  fiat  was  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership, 
it  was  stated,  that  in  suing  out  the  fiat,  the  petitioning 
creditors  employed  not  their  own  solicitor,  but  one  John 
Skackleton,  who  was  the  solicitor  employed  by  the  firm, 
consisting  of  the  three  Homers,  in  giving  the  notice 
under  the  act ;  and  who  had  never,  on  any  other  occasion 
than  the  present  one>  acted  as  the  solicitor  of  the  petition- 
ing creditors.  A  witness  also  deposed,  thathe  called  after 
the  issuing  of  the  fiat  upon  Mr.  ShachUton,  who  then 
stated  to  him,  that  no  fiat  in  bankruptcy  would  have  been 
issued,  if  the  bankrupt  had  consented  to  a  dissolution  of 
the  partnership  between  him  and  Joseph  Horner^  the 
younger,  and  that  if  a  dissolution  could  still  be  effected 
on  the  terms  proposed  by  Joseph  Homer,  the  younger, 
the  further  prosecution  of  the  fiat  would  be  forborne. 

The  bankrupt  also  deposed  to  his  having  mentioned 
his  intention  to  take  the  present  proceeding  to  annul  the 
fiat,  in  the  course  of  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Pollard, 
one  of  the  petitioning  creditors,  who  thereupon  observed, 
that  the  bankrupt  was  perfectly  justified  in  so  doing,  and 
that  the  result  [of  such  {petition  on  annulling  the  fiat 
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1842.  was  perfectly  immaterial  to  the  petitioning  creditors,  as 
^]P^^  they  were  guaranteed  by  Joseph  Homer,  the  elder,  ./oAa 
Johnson,  j^jj  HoTMT,  and  Joicph  HoTiuT,  the  youDger,  the 
payment  iu  full  of  the  debt  due  to  them  from  the  bank- 
rupt and  bis  partner,  and  from  all  loss,  costs,  or  damages, 
attendant  upon  or  incidental  to  the  issuing  or  proaecutioo 
of  the  fiat. 

The  petitioning  creditors*  however,  denied  having 
stated  that  they  were  indemnified  by  the  Homers^  and 
they  filed  affidavits  to  discredit  the  bankrupt's  testimonj, 
and  impugn  his  character. 

Mr.  Kenyon  Parker,  and  Mr.  Pigott,  in  support  of 
the  petition.  The  debt,  to  come  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute  (a),  and  to  be  a  good  foundation  of  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  must  be  one,  which  might  be  recovered  at 
law.  This  is  clear  from  the  language  of  the  section, 
which,  as  it  creates  a  new  act  of  bankruptcy,  must  be 
strictly  construed,  and  will  not  be  satisfied  by  a  mere 
equitable  debt.  That  a  debt  to  a  partnership  from 
one  of  its  members  is  a  debt  of  the  latter  description,  is 
clearly  explained  in  Ex  parte  Hall(b)  by  the  Chief 
Judge. 

But,  if  the  validity  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  could  be 
established,  still  the  fiat  must  be  annulled,  as  being  sued 
out  for  an  improper  object;  Ex  parte  Eottme(c\BnA 
Ex  parte  Christie  (d) ;  the  latter  of  which  cases  is  pre- 
cisely in  point,  the  fiat  having  been  there  annulled,  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  sued  for  the  purpose  of  dissolving 
a  partnership. 

(a)  1  &  2  net.  c.  110. 1.  8.  (O  2  Gl.  U  J.  137. 

(6)  Mont.  &  Chit.  479  -,  3  Detc.  405.  (d)  2  Dmc  &  Ch.  4S2. 
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And  if  a  third  ground  were  wanting  for  annulling  this        IMi. 
fiat,  it  would  be  supplied  by  the  authority  of  JEi  parte      £j  -^^e 
BuddHa)y  which  was  a  case  like  the  present,  and  where      ^^^^^^* 
your  Honour  thought,  as  the  default  in  payment  was 
committed  by  both  partners,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  pe- 
titioning creditor  to  sue  out  a  joint,  and  not  a  separate 
fiat. 

Sir  John  Cross.  BucUTs  case  turned  on  this,  that 
the  creditor  who  demanded  the  debt  consented  to  pay- 
ment being  suspended  over  the  twenty-one  days,  and 
was  therefore  a  party  to  the  default  which  was  relied 
upon  as  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  So  it  might  be  a  ques- 
tion here,  whether  Joseph  Horner^  the  younger,  one  of 
the  parties  demanding  the  debt,  did  not,  in  his  character 
of  partner  of  the  bankrupt,  concur  in  the  non-payment. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Stammers,  for  the  petitioning 
creditors.  The  act  of  bankruptcy  having  been  com- 
mitted by  failure  to  pay,  or  to  give  security,  after  notice 
given  by  any  creditor,  it  is  equally  competent,  either  for 
the  same,  or  for  any  other  creditor,  to  sue  out  a  fiat 
upon  it;  and  the  validity  of  the  fiat  would  not  be  affected 
by  the  conduct  of  the  creditor,  whose  debt  was  the  foun- 
dation of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  unless  he  were  the 
petitioning  creditor,  as  he  was  in  JSx  parte  Budd{a). 
The  new  act  of  bankruptcy  is  substituted  for  the  old 
one,  of  lying  in  prison  twenty-one  days.  But,  according 
to  the  old  practice,  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  petition- 
ing creditor  to  be  identical  with,  nor  would  he  be 
afiected  by  the  conduct  of,  the  creditor  at  whose  suit  the 
bankrupt  was  in  custody.    [Sir  John  Cross.    Could  he 

(a)  1  Mont.  Deac.  &  D.  436. 
VOL.  II.  3  A 
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1842.  have  been  Ijring  in  prison  under  the  old  law  at  die  rait 
£i  pute  ^f  bis  partner  ?]  That  the  bankrupt  might  spccessMly 
JoBXfoy.  p]^d  in  abatement  to  an  action  by  the  three  against  die 
two,  does  not  prevent  the  demand  from  being  a  legal  one; 
for  that  form  of  defence  might  not  have  been  resorted 
to,  and  if  it  had  not  been,  the  action  wonld  have  pro- 
ceeded with  all  its  legal  consequences. 

And  with  regard  to  the  other  objections  taken  to  the 
fiat,  it  has  been  decided  that  a  commission  is  a  ^gii 
right.  Ex  parte  WiUbean  (a).  And  even  if  the  motiie 
assigned  for  the  issuing  of  this  fiat  really  existed,  it  ii 
not  proved  that  there  was  not  another  motive  also,  fit. 
the  proper  distribution  of  the  assets. 

Mr.  Kenyan  Parker,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  die 
Court 

Sir  John  Cross.  This  is  the  petition  of  the  bank- 
rupt to  annul  the  fiat,  and,  in  support  of  it,  two  grounds 
are  relied  upon :  First,  that  no  act  of  bankruptcy  has 
been  committed ;  secondly,  that  the  fiat  was  sued  oat, 
not  for  the  legitimate  purpose  of  distributing  the  estate 
and  effects  of  the  bankrupt  among  his  creditors,  but  for 
the  indirect  purpose  of  thereby  effecting  a  dissolution  of 
the  partnership  between  the  bankrupt  and  Joseph  Hat' 
ner,  the  younger. 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  conflicting  evidence  in  this 
case,  and  when  that  is  so,  the  discussion  generally  turns 
at  great  length  upon  the  contradictions  which  any  witness 
may  have  made,  however  minute :  but  I  conceive  it  to  be 
the  duty  of  a  judge,  to  examine  carefully  those  facts  which 
are  undisputed  in  the  case,  and  to  see  if  he  can  discover 

(a)  5Mad.l;  Back,  459. 
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the  truth  among  these,  without  reference  to  the  contra-       184«. 
dictions  in  the  other  parts  of  the  evidence.  £x  ptrtt 

Now  what  are  the  undisputed  facts  in  this  case  ?  The 
bankrupt  was  in  partnership  with  Joseph  Hcmer,  the 
younger ;  and  Joseph  Homer ^  the  younger,  his  partner^ 
was  also  in  partnership  with  his  father,  and  a  brother, 
John  Juhh  Homer.  Joseph  Homer,  the  younger,  in  his 
character  of  partner  of  the  bankrupt,  contracted  a  debt, 
as  between  himself  and  the  bankrupt,  on  the  one  side, 
and  himself  and  his  father  and  brother,  upon  the  other. 
About  that  there  is  no  question.  This  was  the  debt 
upon  which  the  affidavit  was  originally  filed,  as  a  ground- 
work for  the  act  of  bankruptcy  under  the  statute. 

Now  it  is  contended,  that  Joseph  Homer,  the  yoimger, 
could  lawfully  proceed  for  the  debt,  which  he,  together 
with  Johnson,  owed  in  this  manner,  under  the  8th  section 
of  1  &  S  Vict.  c.  1 10.,  inasmuch  as  that  section  does  not 
require  the  debt  to  be  a  legal  one.  But  upon  this  point 
I  think  the  observation  of  Mr.  Piggott  is  conclusive,  viz. 
that,  as  the  act  of  bankruptcy  is  to  be  deemed  to  have 
been  committed,  if  the  debtor  does  not,  within  twenty- 
one  days,  pay  the  debt,  or  secure,  or  compound  for  the 
same,  or  enter  into  a  bond  to  pay  such  sum  or  sums  as 
shall  be  recovered  in  any  action  which  shall  thereafter 
be  brought  for  the  same,  the  section  in  which  these 
words  are  used  must  contemplate  those  debts  only  upon 
which  an  action  might  be  brought.  Now  it  is  admitted, 
that  in  this  case  no  action  at  law  could  have  been 
successfully  prosecuted,  unless  the  defendant  should  wil- 
fully fail  to  make  the  adequate  defence  to  it ;  and  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  debt  is  not  recoverable  at 
law,  and  that  on  that  ground  the  act  of  bankruptcy  is 
insufficient. 

3a2 
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1843.  But  I  do  not  proceed  altogether  upon  that  groond. 

^]p^       I  proceed  also  upon  the  other  objection,  with  reference 
Johnson,      to  the  objcct  for  which  the  fiat  was  issued. 

It  has  been  very  strongly  urged,  that,  in  order  to  make 
this  objection  valid,  it  must  appear  that  the  petitionii^ 
creditor  had  no  motive  except  that  of  dissolving  the 
partnership.  I  cannot  accede  to  that  proposition.  In 
all  the  cases  in  which  fiats  have  been  annulled  on  a 
similar  objection,  there  was  a  petitioning  creditor's  debt, 
which  would  have  been  sufficient  to  support  the  fiat,  if  it 
had  been  issued  for  the  ordinary  legiUmate  purposes. 

But  what  appears  in  evidence  in  this  case?  Why  it  is 
shown,  that  the  partnership  was  to  continue  a  few  years 
longer,  but  that  Joseph  Homer  and  his  father  and 
brother  were  anxious  to  dissolve  it;  and  the  worse  they 
succeeded  in  making  out  the  character  oi  Johnson  to  be, 
the  more  clearly  do  they  show  the  urgency  of  their 
motives  to  dissolve  the  partnership.  They  knew  that 
this  would  be  the  efiect  of  a  fiat.  The  object  is  now 
obtained  ;  but  has  any  other  object  been  obtained  by  it? 
None  that  I  can  discover.  Why  should  these  petitioning 
creditors,  with  only  the  ordinary  motives  of  a  person  in 
that  situation,  and  having  a  claim  against  two  partners, 
proceed  only  against  that  one  who  had  committed  an  act 
of  bankruptcy,  passing  by  the  other,  who,  for  any  thing 
that  appears,  was  fully  able  to  pay  the  debt?  It  is  not 
alleged,  that  he  was  ever  asked  to  pay  it,  or  that  he  ever 
refused,  or  was  unable  to  do  so.  I  must  therefore  con<- 
clude,  that  he  was  perfectly  competent  to  pay  it ;  and 
there  was  no  necessity  here  to  sue  out  a  fiat  against 
Johnson^  if  the  petitioning  creditors*  object  had  been 
merely  the  payment  of  their  debt.  I  am  therefore  of 
opinion,  that  there  was  another  object.    The  petitioning 
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creditors  indeed  do  not  deny  this,  when  it  is  imputed  to        1842. 
them ;  and  it  appears,  that  one  of  them  said  that  he      ^^^ 
was  guaranteed  by  Joseph  Homer  the  younger ;  this  is      Johhiok. 
not  denied,  although  it  is  denied  that  they  stated  them- 
selves to  have  been  indemnified.    That  however  is  not  a 
denial  of  their  being  guaranteed.     The  same  solicitor 
acted  for  J.  Homer  the  younger  and  the  petitioning  cre- 
ditors ;  and  he,  probably,  when  he  had  filed  the  affidavit 
of  the  former,  knew  that  the  deponent  could  not  be  a 
good  petitioning  creditor,  on  account  of  his  being  a  part* 
ner,  and  therefore  struck  the  docket  in  the  name  of  the 
present  petitioning  creditors.     He  does  not  deny  the 
expression  imputed  to  him,  to  the  efiect  that  the  fiat 
would  never  have  been  sued  out,  it  Johnson  had  consented 
to  dissolve  the  partnership. 

Under  these  circumstances,  I  think  the  Order  must  be 
as  prayed  by  the  petition,  both  because  there  was  no 
valid  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  because  it  has  been  sued 
out  for  the  sole  purpose  of  dissolving  the  partnership. 

Ordbred  accordingly. 


Ex  parte  John  Dobson. — In  the  matter  of  Edward 

Swan  WICK  Boult,  and  Thomas  Addison.  Serjwnt*'  inn, 

July  14. 

This  was  the  petition  of  the  Liverpool  Albion  Bank,  ^ri^;""* 
by  their  public  officer,  to  be  declared  mortgagees  of  ^**"°^^  *"*"*• 
certain  railway  shares,  with  liberty  to  add  to  their  incuro-  transferor 

Bhares,  and  pro- 
vides that  a 
memorial  of  the  transfer  shall  be  entered  in  the  Company's  books,  and  that  until  such  memo* 
rial  shall  be  made,  the  purchaser  shall  have  no  share  in  the  undertaking.  A  shareholder  in 
the  railway  borrows  money  on  a  deposit  of  the  certificates  of  his  shares,  with  assignments 
executed  by  him,  but  with  the  name  of  the  Iransferree  left  in  blank,  and  the  blanks  are  not 
filled  up  before  the  shareholder  becomes  bankrupt.  Held,  that  the  depositary  had  a  lien  on  the 
shares,  and  that  the  lien  extended  to  tvms  paid  by  him  in  respect  of  calU. 


^ 
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they  had  ptidnpoi 
Ofi^riBrasJe. 

Xcnh  of  £i«biid  Baaiiy 
the  fraviaoDi  of  the  Biiiw^ 
&■■  iif  MiiniwuH  bjr  which 


'I^Blie JmiiiMJhiitiiMqfthesmiof — ^, 

to  the  aid  C  2). 

id  mdKvidertddiig  called 
Bailvsjr,  ao  bold  onto  the 


vhich  Ibeld  the 
i  hereof;  eiid  I  the 
B3£  C  i>.  hem  agree  u>  aoocpt  and  tdse  die  sud  ahaieiy 

The  act  ako  fcovided,  that  oa  efcry  aale  the  deed 
or  iTifgneafiit  ^beiae  execnied  by  the  seller  and  the 
pmihiLKi  fhoi2ld  be  kept  by  the  cleriL  of  the  company, 
vbo  WIS  lo  ecaer  in  some  book  to  be  kept  for  that 
pcrpoae  a  nanaonal  of  such  sale  or  assignment,  and 
indorse  the  enary  of  soch  memorial  on  the  deed  of  sale 
or  ai^ignmenc ;  and  the  derk  was  thereby  required  to 
make  soch  entry  and  indorsement  accordingly,  and  on 
demand  to  make  an  indorsement  of  snch  sale  or  assign- 
ment on  the  certificate  of  each  share  so  sold,  and  deli? er 
the  same  to  the  purchaser  for  his  security;  and  such 
indorsement,  being  signed  by  such  clerk,  was  to  be  con- 
sidered in  every  respect  the  same  as  a  new  certificatei 
and  until  such  memorial  should  have  been  made  and 
entered  as  before  directed,  the  seller  thereof  was  to 
remain  and  be  held  liable  for  all  future  calls,  and  the 
purchaser  was  to  have  no  part  or  share  in  the  profits  of 
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the  undertaking,  nor  any  interest  in  respect  of  such       l^^^* 
share  paid  to  hiai|  nor  any  vote  in  respect  thereof^  as  a      £z  parte 
proprietor  of  the  undertaking. 

The  shares  were  entered  and  registered  in  the  name  of 
the  bankrupt  Bault  alone;  and,  on  the  12th  of  June  IMl, 
the  bankrupts  obtained  from  the  bank  an  advance  of 
1400/,,  on  a  deposit  of  the  certificatesi  together  with 
instruments  of  transfer  in  the  above  form,  signed  by  the 
bankrupt  Bault,  but  with  the  name  of  the  transferree 
left  in  blank.  Accompanying  the  deposit  was  a  letteri 
whereby  the  bankrupts  promisedi  that,  if  the  certificates 
and  transfers  were  sent  to  Messrs.  Preseott  &  Co.  in 
London,  they  would  be  redeemed  on  behalf  of  the  bank- 
rupts by  repayment  of  the  advance  of  1400/.  This  pro- 
mise not  having  been  kept,  the  certificates  and  transfers 
came  back  to  the  bank,  who  thereupon  gave  notice  of 
their  lien  to  the  secretary  of  the  railway  company.  On 
the  receipt  of  this  notice  on  the  S2nd  of  June  1841,  the 
secretary  of  the  railway  company  wrote  to  the  bank, 
informing  them  that  S508/.  13#.  8d.  was  due  in  respect 
of  calls  upon  the  shares. 

The  fiat  issued  on  the  26th  of  June  1841 ;  and,  on  the 
S9th  of  September  1841,  the  bank  paid  the  amount  due 
in  respect  of  calls,  such  payment  being  requisite  to 
prevent  forfeiture  of  the  shares,  which  at  the  time  would 
not  sell  in  the  market  for  as  much  as  the  debt  of  1400/., 
and  the  sum  paid  in  respect  of  calls  would  amount  to, 
together.  The  shares  were  thereupon  transferred  to  the 
petitioner  on  behalf  of  the  bank;  but,  at  the  date  of  the 
fiat,  the  blanks  for  the  name  of  the  transferree  of  the 
shares  in  the  instruments  of  transfer  had  not  been  filled 
up. 
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1842.  Mr.  Bacon,  in  support  of  the  petition.     There  can  be 

^^^"^^  no  question  here^  except  as  to  the  amount  paid  in  respect 
BoBsoN.  of  the  calls ;  and  that  question  is  one  of  no  diflSoiItff 
inasmuch  as  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  property  gives  the 
mortgagee  no  alternative  but  that  of  paying  the  calls  or 
losing  his  security.  It  is  like  the  case  of  a  mortgagee  of 
freehold  property^  who  is  entitled  to  add  to  his  debt  the 
expenses  which  are  necessarily  incurred  in  the  purpose 
of  protecting  the  title  or  in  lasting  improvements.  So  a 
mortgagee  of  renewable  leaseholds,  may  add  to  his  mort- 
gage debt  the  expenses  of  procuring  a  renewal. 

The  validity  of  the  lien  cannot  be  disputed ;  for,  if  the 
transfers  were  complete,  the  bank  had  a  legal  title ;  but, 
if  the  transfers  should  be  considered  incomplete  by 
reason  of  the  blanks  in  the  instruments,  still  the  bank 
are  equitable  mortgagees,  and  this  Court  may  order  to 
be  done  whatever  is  requisite  to  perfect  the  title. 

Mr.  Crompton,  and  Mr.  Blundell,  for  the  assignees. 
The  bank  must  make  out  that  they  are  mortgagees,  and 
then  that  they  were  authorized  by  the  mortgagor  to 
make  the  further  payments  in  respect  of  calls.  With 
regard  to  the  first  point,  the  only  mode  of  acquiring  any 
interest  in  the  shares  is,  that  pointed  out  by  the  act  of 
parliament,  which,  in  express  terms,  excludes  persons 
claiming  by  any  other  title  from  any  part  or  share  in  the 
profits  of  the  undertaking.  But  a  transfer  with  the 
name  of  the  transferree  in  blank,  is  not  in  conformity 
with  the  provisions  of  the  act,  as  was  decided  in  the 
case  of  Hibblewhite  v.  M* Marine  {a)^  upon  the  con*^ 
struction  of  a  similar  provision  in  the  Brighton  Railway 
Act,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  being  given  at  great 
(a)  6  Mee.  &  W.  215. 
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length,  and  after  much  consideration.  And  they  referred  1842. 
to  Gribson  v.  Overbury{a).  [Sir  John  Cross.  Could  ^'^ 
the  bankrupts  have  disposed  of  the  shares,  while  the  Dobson. 
certificates  were  in  the  hands  of  the  bank  ?]  Supposing 
they  could  not,  the  cases  upon  equitable  mortgages 
have  not  gone  so  far  as  to  say,  that  the  effect  of  a  de- 
posit of  documents  is  in  every  case  to  go  beyond  the 
interposition  of  diflSculty,  in  the  way  of  alienation  of 
the  property  to  which  the  documents  relate.  It  has 
never  been  decided,  that  the  deposit  of  the  documents 
shall  pass  an  interest  in  the  property,  contrary  to  the 
express  provisions  of  an  act  of  parliament.  Besides,  no 
notice  was  given  to  the  railway  company  until  after  the 
act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed,  and  until  so 
short  a  time  before  the  issuing  the  fiat,  that  the  case  can- 
not be  said  to  be  taken  out  of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  73., 
which  extends  to  these  shares,  they  being  made  personal 
estate  by  the  Railway  Act;  Humble  v.  Mitchell {b),  Ez 
parte  Vallance{c).  If  the  security  be  valid,  it  is  a  legal 
mortgage,  and  therefore  the  petition  must  be  dismissed ; 
£x  parte  Moore  {d). 

With  respect  to  the  other  point, — a  mortgagee,  before 
he  makes  any  payment  for  the  protection  of  the  estate, 
must  apprise  the  mortgagor;  Lord  Trimleston  v.  Ha- 
mill(e).  As  to  the  analogy  drawn  from  mortgagees  of 
renewable  leaseholds, — an  express  clause  is  always  in- 
troduced into  the  mortgage  deed,  providing,  that  the 
expenses  attending  the  renewal  shall  be  added  to  the 
mortgage  debt;  which  shews  the  opinion  of  conveyancers 
to  be,  that  the  security  would  not  extend  to  those  ex«> 
penses,  without  a  special  stipulation  to  that  effect. 

(«)  7  Mee.  &  Wels.  655.  (d)  3  D.  &  C.  7. 

(6)  11  Ado].  &  £U.  205.  (<)  1  B.  &  B.  385. 

(e)  3  M.  Ac  A.  224. 
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1842.  Mr.  Bacon,  in  reply.    It  is  by  no  means  clear  upon 

^^[^^      the  affidavits,  that  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  OMnniitted^ 
DoBMK.      before  the  notice  was  given  to  the  lecretary  of  the  rail- 
way company ;  but  that  is  not  now  sufficient^  if  it  were 
made  out;  it  must  be  shewn,  that  the  bank  had  notiee ct 
the  act  of  bankruptcy,  when  they  gave  notice  of  their  lien. 

Sir  John  Cross.  It  appears,  that  the  bankrupts  de- 
posited with  the  Liverpool  Albion  Bank  certificates  ci 
shares  in  the  Great  Northern  Railway  Company,  ac- 
cording to  the  course  of  dealing  between  the  bankrupts 
and  the  bank.  The  bankrupts  are  brokers  for  buying 
and  selling  railway  shares,  and  they,  or  one  of  them, 
being  entitled  to  the  railway  shares  in  question,  and 
being  in  want  of  1400/.,  desired  the  certificates  and  the 
transfer  to  be  taken  by  their  clerk,  and  mider  their 
authority,  to  the  bank.  On  the  credit  of  that  deposit  of 
the  certificates  and  transfer,  the  bank,  at  the  request  of 
the  petitioners,  advanced  the  sum  of  14002.,  and  were 
told  at  the  same  time,  that  if  they  would  transmit  to 
London  to  Messrs.  Prescott  &  Co.  the  certificates  and 
transfer,  the  money  which  they  had  advanced  would  be  re- 
paid on  the  following  day.  Accordingly,  after  lending  the 
1400/.  and  taking  possession  of  the  documents,  the  bank 
forwarded  them  to  London,  according  to  the  arrange- 
ment ;  but,  there  being  no  sum  of  1400/.  forthcoming  to 
meet  the  demand,  the  documents  get  back  into  the  po8« 
session  of  the  bank,  and  they  claim  a  lien  upon  them  for 
the  sum  of  1400/.  which  they  have  advanced.  Under 
these  circumstances,  two  questions  have  been  argued; 
first,  had  the  petitioners  any  title,  as  against  the  bankrupts 
themselves?  And  upon  this  question  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  the  right  which  the  petitioners  acquired  in  the  shares 
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was  this,  that  they  were  entitled  not  only  to  retain  the        1842. 


£z  parte 


documents  which  were  deposited,  but  all  the  beneficial 
interest  which  belonged  to  the  depositors  in  the  shares,  Domon. 
until  the  debt  was  paid.  If  therefore  there  were  no  other 
question,  except  as  between  the  bankrupts  and  the  peti- 
tioner, I  think  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt,  but  that  the 
petitioner  is  entitled  to  the  right  which  he  claims  in  the 
shares. 

But  then  another  and  distinct  question  has  been  raised 
by  the  assignees,  who  say,  that  they  are  entitled  to  the 
shares  by  the  operation  of  the  12nd  section.  It  ap- 
pears, however,  that  notice  of  the  transfer  of  the  shares 
was  given  to  the  railway  company  three  or  four  days  be- 
fore the  issuing  of  the  fiat;  and  although  it  is  not  clear, 
whether  such  notice  was  given  before  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy was  committed,  yet,  inasmuch  as  it  is  not  proved 
that  the  bank  had  notice  of  any  such  act  of  bankruptcy, 
I  do  not  think  the  assignees  have  established  any  title 
to  the  shares  under  the  72nd  section.  The  only  other 
point  is,  with  respect  to  the  payments,  which  the  bank 
have  made  on  account  of  calls  upon  the  shares.  It  ap- 
pears, that  since  the  bankruptcy,  and  at  a  time  when  the 
bankrupts  were,  as  it  is  to  be  presumed,  unable  to  pay 
the  calls  upon  the  shares,  the  bank,  for  the  sake  of  pre- 
serving the  property  and  preventing  its  being  forfeited, 
paid  certain  calls  which  any  owner  of  the  shares,  whether 
he  was  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy  or  not,  must  have  paid, 
to  prevent  the  property  from  being  lost  It  also  appears, 
that,  if  the  shares  are  sold,  the  greatest  part  of  the  value 
of  them  will  be  the  amount  of  payments  made  by  the 
bank  in  the  shape  of  calls;  and  I  think  the  bank  there- 
fore are  entitled  to  have  the  payments  satisfied  out  of 

the  produce  of  the  shares. 

Ordered  accordingly. 
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1842. 

Ex  parte  Jesse  Bridgman,   Thomas  Dktulsd,  m 
Martha  Dryland. — In  the  maUer  of  Jesse  Buk 

...      .  ,  MAN  and  William  Dryland. 

S§rJMnU   Inn, 

Whera  p«riiM,    1  HIS  was  the  petition  of  two  legatees,  under  a  will c 

entitltd  under  •      «  .  ,     ,      ,       ,  ^  ^    , 

wUi.  iMstitionfor  which  the  bankrupt  was  executor,  for  an  accoontot  wta 
uitd^r^Uie^iuk-  was  due  from  the  bankrupt  to  the  testator's  estate,  as 
flMc^to^tlie  f^^  '^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  bankrupt,  or  some  one  else  tobeq 
^ro^SioHh'.  P^»"^d  by  ^^"^  Court,  to  prove,  the  dividends  oo  tb 
g«u«rAi  «tut«.     proof  being  paid  into  Court 

Mr.  Sheffield,  for  the  petition. 

Mr.  Goldsmid,  for  the  assignees,  who  had  been  serve 
with  and  consented  to  the  petition,  asked,  that  the  peti 
tioncr  might  pay  their  costs. 

Sir  John  Cross.  The  petitioner  cannot  be  called  oi 
to  \my  the  costs  of  the  assignees,  who  need  not  have 
appeared,  unless  they  thought  it  for  the  benefit  of  th 
estate  so  to  do.    The  estate  must  bear  their  costs* 


Ex  parte  Barnett. — In  the  matter  of  Cohen. 

Serjeant*  inn, 
Jul;,  15. 

Sembu,  tint  a  1  HIS  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor,  who  had  not  proved 
^i^'^'^td  under  the  fiat,  but  who  in  his  petition  stated,  that  die 
J^^^^y'  bankrupt  was  indebted  to  him  in  the  som  of  2001.  The 
S^^tffaJ  dT  t^    prayer  was  for  tlie  removal  of  one  of  the  aasagnecs. 

httinmi,  biflMdf,  io  iuppon  of  his  petitioo.  iiitkt  in  tfidavk  of  kis  iMc»  the  ] 
IwilkcoAs. 


n 
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Mr.  Jeremy ^  in  support  of  the  petition.  1842. 

Ex  parte 

Mr.  Anderdon^  contri,  took  a  preliminary  objection^      Barn«tt. 
that  a  creditor,  who  had  not  proved,  could  not  petition 
for  the  removal  of  an  assignee. 

Sir  John  Cross.  This  is  the  complaint  of  a  person, 
who  states,  no  doubt,  in  his  affidavit  in  support  of  the 
petition,  as  he  does  in  the  petition  itself,  that  he  is  a  cre- 
ditor of  the  bankrupt  to  the  amount  of  200/.  If  that  be 
so,  his  debt  is  proved  in  this  Court  as  far  as  is  necessary 
for  the  purposes  of  this  petition. 

On  referring,  however,  to  the  affidavit  in  support  of 
the  petition,  it  was  found  to  be  made  not  by  the  peti- 
tioner, but  by  his  solicitor,  whereupon 

The  Court  dismissed  the  petition  with  costs. 


Ex  parte  Sherborn. — In  the  matter  of  Stamford.      Seneantt*  inn, 

July  16. 

1  HIS  was  a  petition  for  the  substitution  of  a  new  peti-  On  a  petition  to 
tioning  creditor's  debt;  and  it  appeared,  that,  if  the  Order  petitioning cre-^ 
were  drawn  up  in  the  form  now  adopted  by  the  Court,  on  u  appearing 
directing  the  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  old  petitioning  ere-  Jn^^cWSJ  wm 
ditor(a),  those  costs  could  not  be  recovered,  as  he  was  »n  insolvent  cir- 

^   ^'  '  curoatances,  the 

in  insolvent  circumstances ;  whereupon  Court  ordered 

'  '^  that  if  the  coate 

could  not  be 
recovered  from 

The  Court  added  to  the  usual  Order  a  direction,  that  him, they  ahould 

.  come  out  of  the 

if  the  petitioner  could  not  obtain  the  costs  from  the  peti-  estate. 

tioning  creditor,  they  should  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 

(a)  See  Ex  parU  Ullathom$,  1  M.  D.  &  D.  338. 
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I  .* ♦  i.  Mr.  BiltoH,  for  the  petition. 


>  Arc  »'.  j«k^~ 


Mr.  /?.  Th(maSj  for  the  assignees. 

The  f>e:::ioning  creditor  did  not  appear.    The  0 
;wV>  roi  appear  to  have  been  ever  drawn  up. 


E\  ;\\::c  Hron  James  Vardox  and  others.— In 
iv..-:::?  cf  Robfrt  Swaxsborough  and  He? 
OikT.  .\r..:  ir.  :he  matter  of  Christopher  Arh 


This  v..:?  ^  VKi.ii.n  of  the  assignees  of  Swansbom 
.i::.:  c\;i.-.  yr.:\:r.^  t.^  rescind  an  Order  of  the  Comni 
';^:.**^*."  ■/■•/  <;o::s:r.  .i::.:  :hA:  i:  mi^hi  be  declared  that  a  quantity 
.•>N  .■>  i  c  \...v  /jA.-.r.,:  r..ix  was  the  property  of  Suratuborou 
•j»j-:.v---  A  J  •^;  t\:;:-.  .i:  :;e  :::::e  of  their  bankruptcy. 
I  ,•  >j   ,  /.-.^  I    c  ;v:!: !.*:-!  s'.aic  J,  iha:,  previously  to  the  year  ISi 

*•>,- .;,'  ••,  *    >:/:  .<.'.'.■■•  A::i  O.'.kc  carried  on  business  in  partm 
^  t.'jv.hcT.  .IS  preparers  and  dressers  of  New  Zealai 


cv:> 

i:i,*c,  itsi  >wV 


i_*  .iv,>  ^^^^  ^^  i^^r.xsby,  in  Lincolnshire,  under  the  firm  of  t 


*UV4  o:  >.  J--'*: 


r.r.c:::    rcrt:r.:::.i:   Flax  Company.     The   business  ir 

b^r^iii-ii^  ca:::ov-  c::  ;:iv:;  prx:n::ses  demised  to  them  for  twel 

K^  ::u*itv;.  •!*  ^^.^^  jV^,.,,  ^:-^,  1^;.;,  )^^^  jjj^,  ^t  ihe  rent  of  160/., 

Xc*  /rt'iaJ  wl::,;:  u.i>  cc:::a"::ixl  a  covenant  not  to  use  the  premis 

i!>.Aia«\i  usfcia  tVv  .i".\  c:!".c:  v^rposc  than  a  manufactory  for  preparii 

isLsw.  bu:  wi»  jvrx*:v.v..r.  .i:u:  ::hcr  r..ix,  w::hou:  the  consent  in  writii 

bouMUa'aiikep:  ot  thc  Ic^sor.  oiie  ir^cr^^  Hizms;  and  no  other  flax  Wi 

dttliacC  raw '.btr  .  .        «  »         v         v     i       3  J 

stock 01  :b«  Dew  tiscM  by  ::tcm  than  >cw  Zealand  tlax. 

pvtoe7!»b-^\  l=i 

w-A*  Bc<  Alii'^vi:  V-  ::v  =*•  -_'jit-:K*:-vf  -i  -e»i  .-3  bv  <.  lai  H.  A  fcpante  fiit  irj»  n 
Mi^jAiatf  .':*..  A=;  ?.\  -.•::-*  1 --..vri--*  x  ;:  -:  ?i:  i-iip*:  5.  ml  O.  HtU,  ihit  t 
Ms^MW  ci'>.  1^  v\  wtf.'Tf  (r::*^:>^  'o  ui  fit.  i^vi  ui:  '.M  cIausc  of  ordu  uiil  dispoau 
did  BM  appkT  to  *uvh  1  sa:e  «::'  c..-v:u-::^:iz:». 
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At  the  latter  end  of  1836,  Swanshcraugh  and  Odket  1842. 
being  involved  in  diflSculties,  called  a  meeting  of  their  ^^  ^ 
creditors ;  when  they  ceased  carrying  on  business  toge-  j^^otSen 
ther,  and  three  of  their  creditors  were  appointed  trustees 
for  the  purpose  of  winding  up  their  afiairs,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  administered  under  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy; 
and  an  agreement  to  this  effect  was  drawn  up  and  signed 
by  most  of  their  creditors,  but  no  deed  of  assignment 
was  actually  executed.  The  partnership  between  SwarU' 
borough  and  Oake  was  dissolved,  as  from  the  31st 
December  1836;  but  notice  of  such  dissolution  was  not 
published  in  the  Gazette,  until  the  19th  May  1837. 
Swansborough,  then,  thinking  that  he  should  be  able  to 
carry  on  to  advantage  the  business  of  a  Baltic  flax  spin- 
ner upon  the  premises  at  Grimsby,  the  trustees  granted 
him  permission  to  do  so,  upon  condition  of  his  paying 
them  the  sum  of  1500Z.,  for  the  buildings  and  machinery; 
that  being  the  sum  at  which  the  same  were  valued  in  the 
balance  sheet,  submitted  by  Swansborough  and  Oake  at 
the  meeting  of  their  creditors.  The  petition  alleged,  that, 
in  pursuance  of  this  agreement,  Swansborough  adapted 
the  premises  and  machinery  at  Grimsby  to  the  spinning 
of  Baltic  flax,  at  an  expense  of  4500/.;  and  that,  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  the  sum  of  1500/.  to  the  trustees,  an 
arrangement  was  entered  into  with  a  Mr.  Abbott,  who 
was  a  creditor  of  Swansborough  to  the  amount  of  1500/., 
by  which  it  was  agreed,  that,  if  the  trustees  should  be 
able  to  wind  up  his  affairs,  the  dividends  payable  to  him 
should  be  applied,  so  far  as  the  same  would  extend,  in 
payment  to  the  trustees  of  the  1500/.  As,  however,  the 
trustees  were  unable  to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  Swansbo' 
rough,  no  dividend  was  ever  declared  of  his  estate,  and 
no  part  of  the  1500/.  was  ever  paid  to  the  trustees. 


and  otheri. 
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1842.        Part  of  the  stock  in  trade  of  Swansborougk  and  Oake^ 
^d^      which   was   included   in  the  above-mentioned   balance 

CiZ  parte 

■n/ oS^#i«  sheet,  was  a  quantity  of  New  Zealand  flax,  part  of  which 
was  at  Grimsby,  and  part  at  Bamsley ;  but  this  was  not 
included  in  the  arrangement  between  the  trustees  and 
Swansborough.  The  petition  alleged,  that  the  new  busi- 
ness undertaken  by  Swansborough,  that  of  spinning 
Baltic  flax,  was  totally  different  from  that  of  manufiie- 
turing  and  preparing  New  Zealand  flax,  which  could  not 
be  used  in  the  new  business,  as  it  injured  the  machinery; 
but  the  tow  or  refuse  of  such  flax  could  be  used,  and 
some  of  such  tow  was  accordingly  used  by  Swansboromgk, 
with  the  permission  of  the  trustees. 

The  new  business  was  carried  on  by  Swansboromgh 
alone,  from  the  beginning  of  1837  until  January  18S8^ 
when  he  entered  into  partnership  with  the  bankrupt,  C.  A. 
Harris,  the  terms  of  which  were  put  into  writing ;  but  no 
articles  of  partnership  were  ever  executed.  By  these  terms 
the  business  was  still  to  be  carried  on  in  SwansbaravgVs 
own  name;  Swansborough  was  to  have  two-thirds  of  the 
profits,  and  Harris  one-third;  and  the  capital  was  to  con- 
sist of  6000/.,  of  which  4000/.  was  to  be  considered  as 
already  brought  in  by  Swansborough,  as  the  value  of  the 
premises  and  machinery  at  Grimsby,  and  2000/.  in  cash 
was  to  be  brought  in  by  Harris.  The  petition  alleged, 
that  the  New  Zealand  flax,  which  was  left  upon  the  pre- 
mises at  Grimsby,  was  never  intended  to  be,  and  in  fact 
was  not  included  in  SwansborougKs  share  of  the  capital, 
but  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  same  was  separately  ware- 
housed and  kept  distinct  from  the  stock  in  trade  of  the 
partnership.  Some  time  after  the  formation  of  the  part- 
nership, more  capital  being  required  for  carrying  on  the 
business,  Harris  agreed  to  bring  in  the  further  sum  of 
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2000/.,  and  thereupon  his  share  was  increased  to  one-        184-2. 
half.     Harris  never  interfered  in  the  management  of  the       y.x  parte 
business,  nor  was  known  as  a  partner  to  any  person     and  oihere. 
but  one,   who    supplied  the   partnership  with    goods. 
Odke^  the  former  partner  of  SwaTisborough,  it  was  also 
alleged,  never  knew  of  the  existence  of  any  partnership 
between  Stoansborotigh  and  Harris. 

On  the  ^th  April,  1839,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  was 
issued  against  Harris. 

In  June  1839,  an  account  was  taken  of  the  stock  of 
Swansborough  on  the  premises  at  Grimsby,  at  which 
the  messenger  under  the  fiat  against  Harris  assisted ; 
but  the  messenger  never  in  any  manner  interfered  with 
Swansborough  in  carrying  on  his  business,  and  while  at 
Grimsby  resided  altogether  on  the  premises  of  another 
person  against  whom  a  fiat  had  issued ;  and  Swansbo^ 
rough  continued  to  have  the  sole  control,  order,  and  dis- 
position of  the  machinery  and  stock  in  trade,  until  his 
bankruptcy.  The  New  Zealand  flax  on  the  premises 
was  also,  until  that  period,  insured  in  the  joint  names 
of  Swansborough  and  Oake;  the  premiums  for  which 
insurance  were  regularly  paid  by  the  acting  trustee,  out 
of  the  assets  of  the  partnership  of  Swansborough  and 
Oake.  Swansborough  having  requested  the  trustee  to 
remove  the  flax  from  his  premises  at  Grimsby,  it  was 
accordingly  removed  to  London  by  him,  partly  before, 
and  partly  after,  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  against  Harris, 
and  was  there  sold.  The  proceeds  of  that  jmrt  which 
was  removed  before  the  date  of  such  fiat  amounted  to 
458/.  0*.  4rf.,  which  was  paid  to  the  trustee,  who  afterwards 
accounted  for  that  sum  to  the  official  assignee  under  the 
fiat  against  Swansborough  and  Oake;  and  the  proceeds 
of  the  remainder  of  the  flax,  amounting  to  858/.  1^.  10c/., 

VOL.  II.  3  B 


m 


V-:— :  :.  s:  T^:  -:  ?:i::  r.Sriil  asrignee.  That 
I.:  r  -:>.  »r  Ifi^Lz-i  f^x.  vLicb  was  in  warrf 
:  i:Lr:,>'-  r_i  L-:  .-r-r.:  ::  Li^aion  to  be  sold, 
:^:.:::- .  .::■  ?™   .t  fif.Sl  li*.  Sti.  which  was  like 

1  -T!  l*-.!  . ■: Mirr  " Nf!.-.  s.  5t:  i<:sned  against Sh 

;.::  Ti.i  :  ^ri-  t^i.-:  ::  :;-;   ler:*  cf  the  partnersh 

;  r  :.:.'  :>.:  >[i-;[:  :>*.?.  ia  Order  was  made 
i:-f  T -^  1  r  t:-:  i.:r:cT-^  ::'  ihr  ;^::::  estate  of  the  scr 
■!_— J  ;-'  Sr-r^.o -'//;'.  i::£  '^zk^,  sjid  Sumuborough 
Hz^j  ir.L  i^>:  :c -^  ^fririie  es:a:es  of  Swnsboro 
L-l  .\:"'-  Tr:^-f:T  -  ^15  :r.:^re-i  thai  the  joint  es 
::  Sa":7oS.r..T-/.'"'  iri  S'-r— 1*  sh-:i!d  be  dividcdamoi 
-.:: :  . :  --.  :r;l:::^  ::'  -J:-?  r^-?  nrns  who  had  aire 
r:-:i  :■-:  '  If"::*  M=if:-.-i:-r  ct  the  6ats,  or  who  mi 
:':r:=  -.  izL  7:-:  :b^  :  ::z:  .:eb:5  under  the  fiataga 
<*j:K:v.jor^:t:\  ir.i  -V:.?.*:  :hi:  the  proofs  of  the  j( 
erf.- ::r5  :  :.wr  :>:  ::i:  i^ii::?:  £/<7rt5  should  be tn 
xrrf.l ::  :>,'  TT-.-e-f .'ir^?  jr.der  the  fiat  against  Sm 
}K^yi:\  i:-.l  '/':>.-'  :>.:::  :'--r  Cr.cial  assignee  under 
r.i:  i^ii-r.  /f :/— ".<  shru'. .:  p..iy  over  to  the  oflScial  assig 
un i^r  -r^  ;:.n:  ri:  .u-iir?:  S'ccnsborouph  and  OaAe 
tbe  ;:":::  £-:Vv::i  :f  S''.'':.74?5..'r.;w^.  and  Harris  then  un< 
po5v*«.l  .:':  -i-il  -.lm;  -.h-"  u^i^rnecs  under  the  separate 
acAins:  H.:r^L<  <r,:i\l  be  at  liberty  to  act  under  the  j( 
fiat,  .15  ::^<rov::cr^  :t*:h:  the  separate  estate  of  HarrUy 
the  purpose  of  pr::eetin|^  the  interests  of  his  sepai 
creJitors. 

At  the  audit  meeting  under  the  fiat  against  Stffl 
horoutjh  ;uiJ   Oake,   the   assignees   of  Harris's  esl 
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claimed  the  proceeds  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  New        lS4i2. 
Zealand  flax  which  had  been  left  at  Grimsby,  as  forming       ^^  parte 
part  of  the  assets  of  the  partnership  of  Swanshorough     3^^^^. 
and  Harris.    After  a  long  discussion  before  the  Com- 
missioner,  he  made  an  Order  declaring  that  all  the  New 
Zealand  flax  which  was  left  at  Grimsby,  and  which  was 
upon  the  premises  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
the  partnership  between  Swamborcugh   and  Harris^ 
formed  part  of  the  assets  of  the  partnership  of  Swatu^ 
borough  and  Harris ;  and  he  directed  the  same  to  be  ad- 
ministered accordingly. 

The  prayer  was,  that  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner 
might  be  reversed,  and  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the 
New  Zealand  flax  never  formed  part  of  the  assets  of  the 
partnership  of  Swansboraugh  and  Harris,  but  that  the 
same  was  the  joint  property  of  Swansboraugh  and  Oake. 

Mr.  Stoanston,  and  Mr.  Dickenson,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  The  claim  of  Swansborough  and  Harris  to  the 
flax  in  question  rested  flrst  on  the  ground  of  reputed 
ownership;  but  the  Commissioner,  it  appears,  founded 
his  judgment  upon  the  fact,  that  they  were  the  true 
owners.  Some  of  the  flax,  which  was  left  in  the  posses- 
sion of  Swansborough,  on  the  dissolution  of  the  partner- 
ship between  him  and  Oake,  was  sold  by  him  to  indem- 
nify himself  against  certain  pa]rments  he  had  made 
on  account  of  the  Arm  of  Swansborough  and  Oake;  but 
none  of  these  transactions  were  entered  in  any  account 
books  until  after  his  bankruptcy,  which  was  another  cir- 
cumstance on  which  the  claim  of  the  estate  of  SwanS' 
borough  and  Harris  was  founded.  But  the  flax  was  always 
insured  in  the  joint  names  of  Swansborough  and  Oake, 
as  appeared  by  two  policies  of  insurance  produced  in 
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1842.        evidence  before  the  Commissioner;  and  the  premiamt 
^  "^        for  this  insurance  were  regularly  paid  by  the  acting  trus- 

Ez  parte 

Vabdos  tee  out  of  the  assets  of  SwanihoroHgh  and  Oake.  It 
appears,  that  the  messenger  under  the  fiat  against  Harris 
took  an  inventory  of  the  stock  on  the  premises  at 
Grimsby,  among  which  he  included  the  New  Zealand 
flax,  as  part  of  the  property  ot  Swamborough  and  Harri$; 
and  this  inventory  was  sent  up  by  him  to  London  to  the 
official  assignee.  This  document  was  also  set  up  by  the 
assignees,  as  further  evidence  in  support  of  the  claim  of 
the  estate  of  Swansborough  and  Harris. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Bacon,  contri.  On  the  dis- 
solution of  the  partnership  of  Swansharaugh  and  Oaikt^ 
no  alteration  whatever  was  made  in  the  books  of  account 
kept  by  Swansborough.  With  respect  to  the  point  of 
reputed  ownership,  there  were  two  removals  of  the  flax 
from  the  premises  at  Grimsby,  where  the  business  of  the 
partnership  of  Swansborough  and  Harris  was  carried 
on, — part  being  removed  on  the  very  confines  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  Harris,  and  the  other  part  being  removed  by 
Swansborough  during  the  possession  of  the  messenger 
under  the  fiat  against  Harris.  The  mere  circumstance 
of  Swansborough  being  the  joint  owner  of  the  flax  does 
not  affect  the  question  of  the  flax  being  in  the  reputed 
oviuevs)ii\^  oi  Swansborough  and  Harris.  Notwithstand- 
ing the  agreement  that  took  place  in  the  year  1836 
Ijetweei)  Swansborough  and  Oake  and  their  trustees, 
there  was  no  delivery  of  the  flax  to  the  trustees,  and 
therefore  they  could  acquire  no  property  in  it.  When 
Harris  was  taken  into  partnership  in  January  1836, 
he  was  walked  over  the  premises  by  Swansborough,  and 
saw  in  the  warehouse  a  quantity  of  New  Zealand  flax. 
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Before  this  event  Swansborough   had  carried  on   the        \B^^> 
business   by   himself^  and   Harris  had  therefore  good       kx  parte 
reason  for  believing  that  it  was  part  of  his  stock  in  trade,     g^^othere 
It  appears,  also,  that  on  one  or  two  occasions  a  portion 
of  this  flax  was  used  as  part  of  the  joint  stock  of  Swans- 
borough  and  Harris,  no  less  than  17,000  pounds  weight 
of  it  having  been  wrought  up  and  sold,  and  the  proceeds 
carried  into  the  books  of  Swansborough  and  Harris, 

Mr.  Swamtoriy  in  reply.  In  i*egard  to  the  transaction 
which  has  just  been  alluded  to,  Swansborough  paid  him- 
self what  he  had  advanced  on  account  of  the  partnership 
of  Swansborough  and  Oake^  by  sending  a  part  of  the 
New  Zealand  flax  to  be  worked  up  elsewhere, — not  at  the 
manufactory  at  Grimsby — and  the  proceeds  were  carried 
into  the  business,  as  the  separate  property  of  Swans- 
borough, 

Sir  John  Cross.  There  are  several  questions  arising 
out  of  this  somewhat  complicated  case.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  the  New  Zealand  flax  was  originally  the  pro- 
perty of  the  two  first  partners,  Swansborough  and  Oake, 
and  was  intended  to  be  assigned  by  them  to  the  trustees 
under  the  agreement  of  1836.  But  it  is  contended  that 
the  trustees  so  dealt  with  this  property,  as  to  leave  it  in 
the  order  and  disposition  of  Swansborough,  and  that 
Swansborough  did  accordingly  deal  with  it  as  his  own 
property.  In  order  to  satisfy  myself  on  these  several 
points,  I  will  look  through  the  affidavits,  and  consider  of 
my  judgment. 

Sir  John  Cross.     This  is  a  case  involving  a  disputed       ^*^^y  ^^^ 
right  of  property  to  some  New  Zealand  flax,  which  is 
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IS^e.  cbhned  br  tbe  •as^nees  of  Swamdwnmgk  and  ( 
£,  ^^^  and  also  by  tbe  amgnees  of  SwamAorvmgh  and  H€ 
It  appears  tbal  it  was  orighially  the  property  of  iSi 
hatcmgk  and  Oake,  and  that  in  18S6  they  agree 
asagn  all  their  eflects  to  tmslees  for  tbe  benefit  of  \ 
creditors,  in  tbe  same  manner  as  if  if  had  been  adn 
tered  under  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy;  and  that  a  bal 
sheet  was  then  prodooed  by  them,  in  which  the  J 
Zealand  flax,  of  the  estimated  value  of  nearly  601 
was  entered  in  three  diflerent  places.  Thia  liax  wai 
raw  material,  wfaidi  had  been  provided  by  theo 
Grimsby  in  the  coarse  of  the  business  carried  on 
them  for  the  manufacture  of  this  cooMBodity.  Tl 
was  no  formal  deed  of  trust  or  assignment  drawn  uf 
that  occasion,  but  the  tiustees  accepted  the  trust, 
the  crediKM^  the  terms  proposed.  Swamaiofnmgk 
seems,  made  an  arrangement  with  one  of  hb  lai; 
creditors,  by  which  the  latter  agreed  to  lend  him 
dividends  on  his  debt,  in  order  that  Swamtborwigk  m 
pay  to  the  trustees  the  sum  of  15001.,  far  tbe  valui 
the  buildings  and  machinery,  which  the  trustees 
agreed  to  sell  to  him  at  that  price,  for  the  purpose  d 
continuing  the  business.  Without  any  defiuiUfe 
rangement,  Sitansborouffk  continued  on  the 
with  the  permission  of  the  acting  trustee, 
then  began  to  prosecute  an  entirely  new  branch  of  tr 
Instead  of  manufSBurturing  New  Zealand  flax,  which 
had  been  accustomed  to  do,  he  obtained  all  the  ma 
nery  for  the  purpose  of  manufuctnrii^  Baltic  flax ; 
thenceforth  continued  to  manufacture  the  latter  specie 
flax,  with  some  few  exceptions,  which  are  not  wi 
adverting  to ;  but  the  whole  stock  of  New  Z^^l^iyl  i 
was  faiapi^able  to  the  new  branch  of  trade.    Sm 
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borough^  in  fact,  said  that  it  was  in  his  way,  and  wanted  1842. 
to  get  rid  of  it.  There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  this  eJP^ 
flax  was  the  property  of  the  first  firm ;  but  the  respon-  ^^^ 
dents  contend  that  it  was  transferred  by  the  terms  of  the 
new  partnership  to  the  new  firm.  But  what  right  had 
Swansbarough  to  do  so.  The  terms  of  the  new  partner- 
ship were  drawn  up  by  a  solicitor,  who  appears  to  have 
had  the  confidence  of  both  parties.  Upon  the  represen- 
tation of  Stoansborough  that  he  had  brought  in  stock,  for 
his  share  of  capital,  to  the  amount  of  40002.,  Harris, 
without  any  examination  of  the  account  or  the  stock  in 
trade,  entered  into  the  partnership.  Swansborough  says, 
that  his  capital  was  the  value  of  the  machinery  and  the 
stock  for  the  purpose  of  the  new  branch  of  trade,  and 
without  any  reference  to  the  old  branch  of  trade.  It 
appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  Swansborough  did  not  in- 
tend to  bring  in  the  New  Zealand  flax  to  form  part  of 
the  capital  of  the  new  partnership.  There  is  nothing  to 
show  that  Harris  knew  of  its  existence ;  and  it  is  clear 
to  me,  that  Swansborough  never  did  or  could  bring  it  in, 
as  part  of  the  capital  of  the  new  firm. 

Something  has  been  said  about  the  application  of  the 
72d  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  to  the  New  Zealand  flax, 
as  being  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  Swansborough 
and  Harris;  but  Swansborough  himself  had  the  exclusive 
possession  of  the  property,  and  Harris  had  no  right 
whatever  to  interfere  in  any  way  in  the  disposal  of  it. 
But,  even  if  it  was  in  the  possession  of  Swansborough 
and  Harris,  I  think  that  no  principle  of  equity  can  alter 
the  case.  If  the  New  Zealand  flax  was  the  property  of 
the  trustees  of  Swansborough  and  Oahe,  at  the  time  of 
the  formation  of  the  new  partnership  of  Swansborough 
and  Harris,  no  arrangement  between  those  two  persons 
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1842.  could  alter  the  property,  and  cause  it  to  form  put  of  tbe 
£x  parte  Assets  of  the  new  partnership.  There  is  no  authority  for 
saying,  that  where  two  persons  are  the  joint  owners  of 
property,  and  one  of  them  becomes  bankrupt,  the  daim 
of  reputed  ownership  in  such  a  case  applies  to  jobt 
property  in  the  possession  of  the  other  partoer.  I  am 
of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  assignees  of  SuHuubcraugh 
and  Odhe  are  entitled  to  the 

Order  as  prayed—Costs  out  of  the  fund. 


Ex  parte  Burdekin. — In  the  matter  of  Joseph 

Serjeanti'  Inn,  HaYWARD. 

July  2], 

^ri^art^m^^"  This  was  the  petition  of  the  Bank  of  Manchester,  by 
trading  under     j^g  public  officer,  for  payment  of  the  dividend  in  respect 

the  style  of  C.  *^  '  jt  •  r 

&  Co.,  sign  a     of  a  proof  which  they  had  made  against  the  bankrupt's 

guarantee  by 

their  private         estate. 

names  only,  in 

the  following  It  appeared    that   in    December    1837    there   were 

undersigned  two  firms  trading  at  Manchester,  under  the  names  and 
tec?&c.^"^&m.  styles  of  Banks  &  Co.  and  Clark  8c  Co.  The  former  of 
baVikVupi^up-  ^^'^se  firms  consisted  of  William  Banks,  John  IticA" 
^eVmuTte*'''  mondHaywardy  (a  brother  of  the  bankrupt,)  and  Wil- 
made  against      /j^^  ^b^j-^,  Fletcher;  the  latter  consisted  of  the  bank- 

the  joint  estate,  ' 

if  there  were       rupt  and    another    brother,    named   James   Hayward. 
But  the  part-  Banks  &,  Co.  kept  a  banking  account  with  the  Bank  of 

nership  having 

been  dissolved     Manchester,  which  was  in  1837  considerably  in  advance 

after  the  signa-  ^       n        ^  /.      i  i     . 

lure  of  the         to  tliem,  and  refused  any  further  accommodation  except 

guarantee,  by  an 

agreement  under  which  73.  was  to  be  the  sole  owner  of  the  stock,  debts,  and  effects  of  the 
firm,  he  taking  on  himself  its  liabilities :  held,  that  a  mere  general  statement,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  dissolution  there  were  outstanding  credits  amounting  to  200/.,  and  that  credits  to  the 
amount  of  10/.  were  recoverable,  without  particularizing  them,  was  not  sufficieot  grouQd  for 
preventing  the  creditors  under  the  guarantee  from  receiving  dividends  out  of  B.'<  sepertte  estate. 
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upon  security.    The  guarantee  of  the  bankrupt  and  his        1842. 
brother  James  Hayward  was  thereupon  offered  to  the       ^^    ^^ 
bank  and  accepted  by  them.     It  was  in  the  following     Burdmin. 
terms : — 

**  MaDchester,  8tb  December  1837. 

**  To  the  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the  Bank  of 
Manchester.  In  consideration  of  your  having,  at  our 
request,  agreed  to  make  advances  or  give  credit  to 
Messrs.  Banks,  Hayward,  and  Fletcher,  the  undersigned 
do  hereby  guarantee  to  you  the  due  payment  of  all  bills 
of  exchange  and  promissory  notes,  made,  drawn,  ac- 
cepted, advised  of,  indorsed,  advanced,  or  paid  by  or  on 
account  of  the  said  Bank  of  Manchester,  for  the  accommo- 
dation of  the  before-named  parties,  and  also  all  money  for 
the  time  being  owing  to,  or  accruing,  or  growing  due  on 
account  of  the  said  Bank  of  Manchester,  from  or  charge- 
able to  the  before-named  parties,  or  of  any  transaction, 
dealing,  or  accommodation  which  shall  make  them 
debtors  to  the  said  bank,  including  interest,  commission, 
exchange,  and  other  usual  charges,  but  only  to  the  ex- 
tent of  6000/. ;  to  which  amount  this  guarantee  shall  be 
a  continuing  security  for  all  the  money  which  may  be 
owing  to  the  said  bank  from  the  before-named  parties, 
or  any  or  either  of  them ;  and  that  if  more  than  the  sum 
aforesaid  shall  be  owing,  then  the  said  bank  may  recover 
against  the  undersigned  to  the  full  extent  of  this  guaran- 
tee, and  that  notwithstanding  any  action,  suit,  attach- 
ment, proof  or  claim  by  the  said  bank  upon  or  against 
the  estate  of  the  before-named  parties,  or  any  or  either 
of  them,  if  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  or  any  other  bankrupt 
or  insolvent  estate,  and  notwithstanding  the  said  bank 
may  have  taken,  or  may  hold  any  other  guarantee,  bill, 
note,  or  security  for  the  payment  of  the  money  hereby 
secured,  and  without  any  right,  on  the  part  of  the  under- 
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1842.  signed,  to  stand  in  the  jdaee  of  the  said  bank  in  n 
^^^^  of  or  to  dum  the  benefit  of  any  sach  proof  or 
BcBDZKiH.  security,  or  the  diiidends  or  proceeds  thence  ai 
until  the  said  bank  should  have  received  the  full  ai 
owing  on  the  ultimate  balance  of  their  aocoont ;  an 
the  said  bank  may  recover  against  the  nnderaigD 
aforesaid,  notwithstanding  any  Inlls  or  notes  fa 
part  of  the  account  may  be  then  in  circidaticMij  and 
withstanding  any  time  given,  indulgence  or  forbea 
shown,  or  composition  made  by  the  said  bank  to  or 
the  parties  aforesaid,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or 
or  his  executors,  or  any  other  parties  liable  on  anj 
note,  or  other  security  held  by  the  said  bank;  and 
this  guarantee  shall  be  and  operate  as  a  continuiii( 
curity  to  the  proprietors  as  a  fluctuating  body,  com 
ting  for  the  time  being  the  said  bank,  for  all  advance 
the  said  bank  to  the  before-named  parties,  sepan 
and  jointly,  or  to  them  or  to  either  of  them  jointly 
any  other  or  others,  whether  their  or  his  partne 
partners,  or  not,  and  under  whatever  name  or  firm. 
(Signed)  "  James  Hatward, 
"  Joseph  Hatwaed 

In  June  1838,  the  partnership  between  James  1 
ward  and  the  bankrupt  was  dissolved  by  an  agreen 
according  to  the  terms  of  which  Joseph  Bayward  wi 
be  the  sole  owner  of,  and  to  have  as  his  sole 
absolute  property,  all  the  stock,  debts,  and  effects  d 
firm,  taking  upon  himself  the  payment  of  all  the  d 
due  from  the  partnership,  and  indemnifying  Ji 
Hat/ward  therefrom ;  and  this  agreement  had  ever  s 
been  acted  upon. 

In  March   1841,  the  firm  of  Banks  &  Co.,  w 
then  consisted  of  J.  jR.  Hayward  and  fPl  C.  Flel 
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only,  became  bankrupt,  and  the  Bank  of  Manchester       ^^^^- 
proved  against  the  joint  estate  for  S0,1S3/.  £,  parte 

On  the  13th  of  April  1841,  the  present  fiat  issued 
against  Joseph  Hayioard,  who  had  up  to  that  time  car* 
ried  on  the  business  alone. 

James  Hayioard,  after  dissolving  his  partnership  with 
the  bank,  entered  into  partnership  with  one/2.  H.  Moore; 
and  on  May  18,  1841,  a  fiat  issued  against  this  firm. 
James  Hayward  had,  however,  previously  paid  to  the 
Bank  of  Manchester  100/.  in  respect  of  his  liability  on 
the  guarantee. 

On  the  10th  of  May,  the  Bank  of  Manchester  proved 
against  the  separate  estate  oi  Joseph  Hayward  ior  6000/. 
upon  the  guarantee ;  but,  upon  the  assignees  afterwards 
objecting  that  the  100/.  paid  by  James  Hayward  ought 
to  have  been  deducted,  and  the  proof  made  against  the 
joint  estate  of  Joseph  and  James  Hayward^  the  Com- 
missioners decided  that  the  guarantee  was  agreed  to  be 
given  by  James  Hayward  and  Joseph  Hayward^  as  for 
the  firm  of  Clarke  k  Co.,  and  that  evidence  having  been 
given  before  the  Commissioners  that  there  were  joint 
assets,  however  small,  the  proof  of  the  Bank  of  Man- 
chester must  be  reduced  by  100/.;  and  that  the  bank  was 
not  entitled  to  a  dividend,  until  all  the  separate  creditors 
of  Joseph  Hayward  had  been  paid  in  full.  And  the 
Commissioners  stated,  that  the  case  which  they  thought 
had  settled  this  point  was  Ex  parte  Leaf  {a) ^  in  the 
first  volume  of  Mr.  Deacotis  Reports. 

From  this  decision  the  present  petition  was  an  appeal. 

It  appeared  that  the  joint  assets  referred  to  by  the 
Commissioners  were  certain  book  debts,  which  Joseph 
Hayward  had  been  unable  to  get  in.  And  evidence  was 
(a)  1  Deac.  176. 
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1842.       gone  into  as  to  the  character  in  which  it  was  understood 

£x  ptrte       ^^^^  James  and  Joseph  Haytoard  gave  the  guarantee;  but 

BvRDSKiif.     j^  ^^g  conflicting, — the  understanding  being  stated  on  <Nie 

side  to  have  been,  that  the  liability  of  the  firm  of  Clarke 

&  Co.  was  pledged,— and  on  the  other,  that  the  brothers 

signed  the  guarantee  in  their  individual  capacities. 

Mr.  Bacon^  and  Mr.  Uullf  in  support  of  the  petition. 
First,  as  to  the  construction  of  the  instrument.  There 
are  no  words  importing  joint  liability,  or  pledging  the 
firm.  The  contracting  parties  are,  'Uhe  undersigned;** 
and  the  signature  is  by  their  private  names  of  James 
Hayward  and  Joseph  Hayward^  and  not  by  their  part- 
nership designation  of  Clarke  8c  Co.  These  express 
terms  would  be  sufficient  to  exclude  the  inference  of  an 
intention  to  create  a  partnership  liability,  if  the  transac- 
tion were  an  ordinary  partnership  dealing.  But  a  gua- 
rantee does  not  fall  within  that  description ;  and,  in  order 
to  bind  a  firm,  must  be  expressly  entered  into  by  them 
in  their  capacity  of  partners.  [Sir  John  Cross,  It  is, 
however,  a  joint  transaction  ;  and,  if  a  joint  contract,  it 
must  constitute  a  joint  debt.]  Secondly,  admitting  this 
to  be  the  case,  the  proof  was  properly  received  against 
the  separate  estate;  for  there  are  no  joint  assets.  The 
outstanding  debts,  which  the  Commissioners  regard  as 
joint  assets,  were  assigned  to  Joseph  Hayward  on  the 
dissolution  of  the  partnership,  and  cannot  be  therefore 
considered  partnership  property. 

Mr.  Kenyon  Parker ^  and  Mr.  Rogers^  for  the  assig- 
nees. The  evidence  of  the  alleged  assignment  of  the 
outstanding  debts,  supposing  it  satisfactory,  does  not  go 
far  enough ;  for  it  does  not  prove  that  any  notice  of  the 
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assignment  was  given  to  the  debtors.     Besides^  until  the        1842. 
partnership  liabilities  were  discharged,  according  to  the       y^^  ^^ 
agreement,  the  credits  would  remain  partnership  pro-     Buidfkin. 
perty,  for  the  purpose  of  being  applied  in  satisfaction  of 
the  partnership  debts.     [Sir  John  Cross.   The  only  evi- 
dence produced  of  the  existence  of  these  credits  is  a 
general  statement,  that,  at  the  dissolution  of  the  partner- 
ship, there  were  outstanding  debts  due  to  the  firm  to  the 
amount  of  200/.,  and  that  debts  to  the  amount  of  10/. 
can  be  recovered ;  but  without  stating  any  particulars.] 
That  amount,  however,  is  sufficient  to  exclude  proof 
against  the  separate  estate  ;  Ex  parte  Peaks  (a). 

Mr.  Bacon,  in  reply. 

Sir  John  Cross.  The  question  is,  whether  it  is 
shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court,  that  there  is  any 
joint  estate.  The  only  attempt  at  proof  of  this  is  a  state- 
ment, that,  at  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  between 
James  Hayward  and  the  bankrupt,  which  was  three 
years  before  the  bankruptcy,  there  were  outstanding 
debts  owing  to  the  firm,  and  that  debts  to  the  amount  of 
10/.  are  good,  without  specifying  firom  whom.  I  think 
that  is  evidence  of  too  loose  a  description  for  the  Court 
to  act  upon.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  evidence 
before  the  Court  of  there  being  no  joint  estate,  and  the 
evidence  is  this :  that  although  there  were  outstanding 
debts  which  formed  joint  estate,  yet,  that  on  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  partnership,  it  was  agreed  between  the  part- 
ners, that  Joseph  Hayward  should  take  all  the  debts 
owing  to  the  concern,  and  all  the  stock  in  trade,  and 

(a)  2  Ro.  64. 
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1S42.  should  pay  all  the  debts  due  from  the  finn;  and  tiiii 
£i  parte  ^^  ^^^^  ^  ^  considerable  extent. 
BuftDuix.  ii  jg^  however^  contended  by  the  assignees,  tiiat 
outgoing  partner  has  an  equitable  lien  on  all  the  ea 
and  effects  which  he  leares  behind  him,  to  have  tl 
applied  in  payment  of  the  outstanding  debts  o« 
from  the  concern.  I  know  of  no  such  principle.  It 
been  contended  for  on  some  occasions ;  but  Liord  S 
has  said  (a),  speaking  of  the  efiect  of  a  transfer  fra 
retiring  partner  to  those  who  continue,  in  pladi^f 
effects  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  latter,  * 
would  be  very  easy  to  ayoid  this,  upon  the  retiiemeiii 
a  partner^  by  assigning  all  the  efiects  upon  trust  to  ] 
the  debts."  In  that  way  Lord  EkUm  thought  the  < 
ject  would  be  accomplished.  It  is  now,  however,  o 
tended,  that  such  an  expedient  is  unnecessary,  as  di 
is  a  general  rule  of  equity  which  will  operate  in  i 
same  way.  I  think  there  is  no  such  rule  of  equity;  i 
that,  there  not  being  shown  to  be  any  joint  estate,  ^ 
petitioner  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  proof  which 
has  made  against  the  separate  estate  of  the  bankn 
The  expression  in  Ux  parte  Leaf  referred  to  by 
Commissioners,  is  only  the  passing  opinion  of  one  6[ 
judges,  and  not  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

Order  as  prayed. — Costs  out  of  estate 

(a)  Ex  jwru  FM,  10  V«ft.  347. 
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1842. 
Ex  parte  John  Heathcoate  and  another. — In  the  v^s/^ 

matter  of  William  Webb  Ogbourne.  7^1^22^23.' 

^_,  Reputed  owner- 

IHE  petitioners  carried  on  business  in  partnership,  siiip  of  policies 

of  assurance  is 

under  the  style  and  firm  of  Heathcoate  &  Co.    The  a  matter  of  fact 

to  be  proved, 

petitioner,  John  Heathcoate,  claimed  to  be  legal  mort-  and  not  to  be 

«  .  'AX  J     r         X  •  T  •       conclusively  in- 

gagee  of  a  reversionary  interest,  and  of  certain  policies  ferred  from  the 
of  assurance,  belonging  to  the  bankrupt ;  he  also  claimed  ^  t^e°office!^f 
to  be  equitable  mortgagee  of  leasehold  premises  of  the  ©?  incumbrance. 
bankrupt,  by  deposit  of  title  deeds.     The  firm  of  Heaths  turL'^^re^  not'" 
coate  &  Co.  claimed  also  to  be  equitable  mortgagees  of  ^*\^*°  ^^J^ 

^  °^  section  of  6  Geo. 

the  leasehold  premises.    And  this  was  the  usual  petition  *•  ^^  *®'  .  , , 

*^  '^  An  equitable 

to  realize  the  securities,  and  apply  the  proceeds  in  dis-  mortgage  may 

^*^  "^  '^  ^  ^  be  created  on 

charge  of  the  incumbrances  of  the  petitioner,    John  deeds  in  the 

hands  of  a  third 

Heathcoate,  and  of  the  firm.  party»  and  by  a 

mi  «•  •  1  .11  •  memorandum 

The  policies  were,    together  with  the  reversionary  of  agreement  on 
interest  of  the  bankrupt  under  a  will,  assigned  to  the  mort^wr  to  ^ 
petitioner,  John  Heathcoate,  by  way  of  mortgage,  to  Jl^fJ'in^he' 
secure  1000/.,  by  an  indenture  dated  the  16th  of  May  Jri^d^nThe' 
1838.    One  of  them  was  a  policy  for  500/.  in  the  Crown  **^?'  ^?*^^*^ 

*^        ■'  such  assign- 

Life  Assurance  Office,  and  the  other  a  policy  for  500/.  ™«°*»  ^^e"*, 

*         "^  made,  and  the 

in  the  Metropolitan  Life  Assurance  Office,   and  both  agreement,  in 

the  meantime, 

upon  the  life  of  the  bankrupt.     By  the  rules  of  both  should  be  a 

nr*  1  rt,      .        .  .  ,    ,         security  for  the 

offices,  the  persons  enectmg  insurances  were  entitled  to  amount  due  on 

.       ,,  /».         TT  .%  ..  i*  .<!       an  account cnr« 

participate  m  the  profits.     Upon  the  execution  of  the  rent, 
deed,  the  petitioner,  John  Heathcoate,  gave  notice  of  it  gtance  thatT' 
to  the  trustees  of  the  will,  under  which  the  reversionary  b^n"o^tabed 
interest  was  derived,  but  not  to  either  of  the  insurance  Sent  debt*1ti««e 

offices.  vreeksonlybe. 

fore  the  issuing 

The  next  transaction  took  place  on  the  29th  of  June  of  the  fiat,  is 

'^  not,  of  Itself, 

1841,  when  the  bankrupt  borrowed  of  the  petitioner,  sufficient  to  pre- 

■^  *^  vent  the  creditor 

John  Heathcoate,  600/.  upon  the  security  of  a  deposit  from  obtaining 
of  the  lease  of  certain  premises  in  Honey  Lane,  which  at  once,  without 

a  preliminary 
inqniiy. 
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1842.  had  been  assigned  to  the  bankrupt  absolutely,  and 
Ex  ptrte  ^P^"  ^"  agreement  to  deposit  the  lease  of  certain  pre- 
HiATHcoATK.  njjges  in  Wood  Street,  which  had  been  demised  to  the 
bankrupt  by  the  lessee  by  way  of  mortgage,  to  secure 
802/.  4s.  The  latter  of  these  leases,  however,  was  nefer 
deposited,  being,  together  with  the  mortgage  of  it  to  the 
bankrupt,  in  the  possession  of  the  bankrupt's  solicitor, 
who  had  a  lien  upon  those  instruments  for  his  costs. 
The  memorandum  which  was  taken  by  the  petitioner 
from  the  bankrupt  on  this  second  transaction^  was  as 
follows :  — 

*'  Loodoo,  29th  Jane  1841. 
*'  John  Heathcoate,  Esq.,  in  consideration  of  your 
lending  me  600/.,  in  addition  to  the  1000/.  you  have 
already  lent  me,  I  agree  to  deposit  in  your  hands,  in 
addition  to  such  securities  as  you  now  hold,  the  lease  of 
the  premises  lately  in  possession  of  Mrs.  Opie  StaUe, 
No.  10,  Wood  Street,  Cheapside,  and  also  the  lease  of 
the  premises  now  at  present  occupied  by  myself  as  ware- 
houses, No.  3,  Honey  Lane,  Cheapside.  And  I  hereby 
give  you  full  and  entire  liberty  to  hold  the  same,  and  all 
advantages  derivable  thererrom,  either  in  the  sale  of  the 
said  leases,  or  in  advanced  rents  obtainable  upon  them. 
And  furthermore,  1  hereby  agree  to  assign  and  legally 
make  over  to  you  the  said  securities  until  the  aforesaid 
IGOO/.,  that  is,  1000/.  and  600/.,  be  duly  paid  by  me, 
with  all  interest  charges  thereon. 

**  1  remain,  Sir,  your  obedient  Servant, 

"  W.  W.  Ogbourne. 
"  J,  Heathcoate,  Esq.  8  King  Street^  Cheapside.** 

The  last  transaction  was  with  the  firm,  and  took  place 
on  the  4th  of  September  1841,  the  bankrupt  being  then 
indebted  to  the  firm  in  600/.,  on  an  account  current ;  it 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  713 

consisted  of  a  memorandum  dated  on  that  day,  and  signed  1842. 
by  the  bankrupt,  whereby  he  agreed  to  execute  a  valid  ^^  ^ 
assignment  of  all  his  interest  in  the  premises  in  Wood  Hiatbcoate. 
Street,  and  also  an  assignment  of  all  his  interest  in  the 
premises  in  Honey  Lane  to  the  petitioner  John  Heath* 
caate,  upon  trust  for  securing  the  repayment  of  the  sum 
of  600/.,  and  all  other  sums  due  or  thereafter  to  become 
due  from  him,  either  to  the  petitioner  John  Heathcoate, 
or  to  the  firm  of  Heathcoate  &  Co.,  with  interest  at  5L 
per  cent.,  and  costs ;  and  that  such  assignment  when 
made,  and  the  agreement  in  the  mean  time,  should  be 
considered  as  a  running  or  continuing  security  for  all 
monies  so  due,  or  to  become  due,  not  exceeding  1500/.; 
with  a  proviso,  that  the  said  agreement  should  in  no 
degree  prejudice  or  affect  any  other  security  held  by  the 
petitioner  John  Heathcoate,  or  the  firm  of  Heathcoate  & 
Co.,  for  all  or  any  part  of  the  said  debt,  or  for  any  other. 
The  fiat  issued  on  the  27th  of  September,  and  the 
premises  in  Honey  Lane  had  been  sold  by  arrangement 
between  the  petitioners  and  the  assignees,  the  fixtures 
having  been  valued  separately  at  136/.  4$.  le/.,  and  the 
purchase  money  was  to  abide  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

Mr.  Bacon,  and  Mr.  Heathfield,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  The  questions  in  dispute  between  the  parties 
are  first:  Whether  the  policies  passed  to  the  assignees 
under  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  72.,  on  account  of  the  want  of 
a  formal  notice  to  the  office;  or  whether  the  authorities 
of  Duncan  v.  Chamberlain  (a),  and  £x  parte  Rose  (6), 
are  not  binding  on  the  Court,  and  conclusive  in  favour  of 
the  petitioners'  claim ;  secondly :  Whether  the  tenant's 
fixtures  upon  the  leasehold  premises  in  Honey  Lane  are 

(a)  11  Sim.  123.  (6)  Ante,  p.  131. 

VOL.  II.  3  C 
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]  842.        not  subject  to  the  lien  created  by  the  deposit  of  the  lease. 
Ex  parte      according  to  Ex  parte  Broadwood  (a). 

Hkatucoati. 

Mr.  Randall,  for  the  assignees.  These  are  not 
all  the  questions;  another  is,  how  far  any  lien  wai 
created  upon  the  lease  which  was  not  deposited,  bat 
remained  with  the  bankrupt's  solicitor.  A  fourth  pre- 
sents itself  with  respect  to  the  last  transaction^  in  which 
no  deposit  whatever  was  made,  the  memorandum  onlj 
purporting  to  be  an  agreement  to  execute  an  assignment 
at  a  future  time.  It  is  by  no  means  clear,  that  this  is  sof- 
ficient  to  create  an  equitable  mortgage  in  the  mean  tune; 
and  if  it  were,  the  circumstance  of  the  memorandoa 
having  been  signed  scarcely  more  than  three  weeb 
before  the  fiat  issued,  would  be  sufficient  to  prevent  the 
petitioners  from  obtaining  an  order  without  a  previous 
enquiry;  Ux  parte  Wdke(b).  [Sir  John  Crass.  The 
shortness  of  the  time  before  the  bankruptcy  is  only  one 
circumstance  leading  to  suspicion.  In  the  case  yoa 
refer  to,  the  security  was  given  to  a  solicitor,  which  was 
another  circumstance  creating  distrust.]  In  Ex  parte 
Ainsworth  (c),  the  Chief  Judge  relied  upon  the  fact  of  the 
security  being  given  not  for  a  fresh  advance,  but  for  an 
antecedent  debt ;  a  fact  which  exists  here  also. 
July  23.  The  two  questions  adverted  to  on  the  other  side  are 

still  unsettled,  no  decision  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  having 
yet  determined  those  points,  on  which  there  is  so  much 
conflict  among  the  authorities.  With  respect  to  the 
necessity  of  proving  the  existence  of  reputation  of  owner- 
ship, as  an  independent  fact  in  every  case,  instead  of 
inferring  it  conclusively  from  the  want  of  notice  of  an 

(a)  I  Moul.  Deac.  &  De  G.  631.  (r)  2  Deac.  563. 

(b)  2  Deac.  352. 
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incumbrance,  it  is  remarkable,  that  the  language  of  the        1842. 
72nd  section  of  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  materially  differs  from       ^T^^ 

•^  Ex  parte 

that  of  the  statute  of  James;  the  words  made  use  of  Heathcoatb. 
ia  the  latter  statute  being  conjunctive,  whereas  in  the 
former  statute  they  are  disjunctive ;  the  term  "  or"  being 
employed  in  the  room  of  '^  and ;"  so  that  there  would 
not  appear  to  be  any  necessity  to  prove  that  the  bankrupt 
was  reputed  owner  of  the  property  in  dispute,  if  the  other 
alternative  can  be  established,  viz.  that  he  '^  hcul  taken 
upon  him  the  sale,  alteration^  or  disposition  thereof  as 
owner."  And  with  reference  to  policies  of  insurance,  it 
has  been  decided  in  a  series  of  cases,  that  an  assignment, 
without  notice  to  the  office,  does  not  prevent  the  opera- 
tion of  the  clause  of  reputed  ownership;  Ex  parte  CoU 
mile  (a).  As  to  the  point  that  the  bankrupt  is  a  partner, 
and  that  the  notice  is  dispensed  with, — it  is  questionable 
whether  any  partnership  exists ;  if  it  does,  it  is  a  part- 
nership arising  from  a  participation  in  the  profits ;  but  the 
participation  in  the  profits,  out  of  which  the  alleged  part- 
nership arises,  will  not  take  place  until  after  the  expiration 
of  certain  periods.  [Sir  John  Cross.  It  is  analogous  to 
the  case  of  a  partnership  of  A.  and  B.,  where  one  of  the 
parties  does  not  receive  his  share  of  the  profits  for  two  or 
three  years ;  besides,  if  there  are  mutual  losses,  they  are 
partners;  here  they  mutually  assure  each  other,  and  incur 
a  liability  of  loss.]  In  an  ordinary  partnership,  notice  to 
one  partner  is  presumed  in  law  to  be  notice  to  another, 
founded  on  the  mutual  confidence  which  may  be  sup- 
posed to  exist  between  them ;  but,  in  the  case  of  an  as- 
surance company,  the  partnership  is  created  by  a  mere 
participation  in  the  profits,  and  the  partners  are  not  cog- 
nizant of  each  other's  acts;  they  may  live  in  different  parts 
(a)  Moot.  110;  MoDt.&  Bli.  67,  S,  C.  on  appeal. 

3c2 
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1842.        ^f  ^]^g  globe,  and  are  perpetually  changing  in  number  and 

Kx  parte       identity.    And  he  cited  JSx  parte  BvrUm  (a),   WtlHams 

EATHcoATB.    ^^   Thovpe  (fi),  Edworcls  v.  Scott  {c),  Gibson  ▼.  Oter- 

bury,{d),  Dearie  v.  HaU(e),  Ex  parte  Waithman  (/), 

Ex  parte  CarbU  (y),  Ex  parte  Mastermam  (A). 

Mr.  Bacon^  in  reply. 

Sir  John  Cross.  The  main  question  in  this  petition 
is^  whether  the  bankrupt  was  reputed  owner  of  the 
policies  in  dispute,  at  the  time  he  became  bankrupt.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  say  much  upon  the  present  occasion; 
my  opinion  has  been  repeatedly  expressed  upon  this 
pointy  and  I  must  consider  it  to  be  acquiesced  in,  until 
overruled  by  a  Court  of  Appeal.  In  this  case,  the  bank- 
rupt borrowed  money  and  made  a  deposit  of  the  policies 
in  question ;  it  is  absurd  to  treat  the  transaction  as  a 
mere  deposit  of  paper,  as  it  was  clearly  the  bankrupt's 
intention  to  convey  all  his  beneficial  interest  in  the 
policies  to  the  petitioner ;  the  title  of  the  petitioner,  as 
against  the  bankrupt,  is  complete,  and  is  valid  as  against 
his  assignees,  who  can  have  no  higher  right  than  the 
bankrupt,  unless  they  can  establish  a  title  through  the 
medium  of  the  7Snd  section.  It  is  by  virtue  of  that  clause 
alone,  that  the  asssignees  can  have  any  claim  to  this 
property ;  but  then  it  is  incumbent  upon  them  to  make 
out  a  clear  title,  according  to  the  act  of  parliament. 
They  must  show,  that  the  bankrupt  was  reputed  owner, 
with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner,  and  that  he  was 

(a)  1  G.  &  J.  207.  (e)  3  Ross.  1. 

(6)  2  Sim.  257.  (/)  2  M.  &  A.  364 ;  4  D.  &  C.  412. 

(c)  2  Scott,  N.  R.  266.  fe)  1  M.  &  A.  693,  (note) ;  4  D.  &  C.  354. 

(d)  7  Mee.  k  Wcls.  655.  (A)  2  M.  &  A.  209;  4  D,  &  C.  761. 
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reputed  owner  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy;  for,  if  the  "iS^Z, 
property  is  reclaimed  even  a  day  before  the  bankruptcy,  ^^^  p^^te 
it  is  sufficient  to  take  it  out  of  the  operation  of  the  72nd  Hbathcoatb. 
section.  Many  of  the  cases  cited  have  turned  entirely 
upon  the  effect  of  notice ;  and  in  others  it  would  appear, 
that  the  judge  had  put  the  fact  of  the  reputed  ownership 
out  of  the  question ;  but  no  judge  is  entitled  to  do  that,  as 
it  is  an  essential  ingredient,  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
act  of  parliament  Reputed  ownership  is  a  question  of 
fact ;  and,  in  the  present  case,  unless  the  omission  to  give 
notice  has  had  the  effect  of  creating  a  reputation  of  owner- 
ship, (and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  has  not),  I  think,  in 
the  absence  of  any  evidence  establishing  that  the  bank- 
rupt was  reputed  owner  of  the  policies,  that  the  petitioners 
are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  their  lien.  This,  and  the 
claim  to  the  fixtures,  are  the  substantial  questions  on  this 
petition.  Fixtures  have  been  repeatedly  determined  by 
this  Court  not  to  be  within  the  72nd  section.  A  third 
question  has  been  raised  upon  the  effect  of  the  agreement 
to  secure  the  joint  debt ;  and  it  has  been  suggested,  that 
it  was  entered  into  so  near  the  date  of  the  fiat,  as  to  raise 
the  inference  of  its  being  a  fraudulent  preference.  I  see 
no  reason  for  arriving  at  such  a  conclusion ;  and  as  the 
security  held  for  large  advances  was  extended  merely  to 
a  trifling  amount,  I  think  the  petitioners  are  entitled  to 
the  prayer  of  their  petition. 
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v^,.^       Ex  parte   William  Brown^    Henrt   SixpsoV; 
William  Barker.— In  the  malter  of  Robert 

.S>»,«i,.l.'  Inn.  I'lON,  Ulld  JoilN  CaMPION. 

JulttTiand'i'd. 

A  irndor  mikoi   1N  tliis  CRse,  the  Burctics  for  the  payment  of  a  del 

R  |inMiiiMKiiy  ,,  ,  ..111 

iioir.  iiiiR«un>iy  ns  well  as  the  principal  debtors^  become  bankrupt 
iriMiooriiio"  the  debt  bad  been  proved  against  the  separate  esta 
iilm!'"Tho«rm  ^lic  surctics,  on  bchalf  of  which,  this  petition  wa 
ullitmo  UnkV  «cn^«  J  fo""  'cave  ^^  prove  against  the  estate  of  the  pri 
rrih.r.I,Qir.  *lc»>tors,  for  the  amount  of  the  dividends  which  had 
aK4iii»i the tf«-  p^id  upon  tho  proofs  made  against  the  separatee 
Mit  ttiQ  nolo,  oud  of  the  sureties. 

Mgaiiitl  the 

wiHiiiiiQ  otiitt        The  following  were  the  circumstances  of  the 

of «  tMiitii«r  in 

ihg  firm  on  iKo    Tho  bankruptSy  Robert  Campion  and  JbAm  Cam 

ilobl.     A  divi.  ,  i       .  . 

UemlitUMlarwl  wcro  brothers,  carrying  on  business  m  partnersb 
"hc£rni«r''  Whitby,  as  bankers.  John  Campion,  in  partne 
IhTuiur.T/lM.  with  another  brother,  WiUiam  Campion,  carried  i 
li*nw  ofVho  the  same  town  the  business  of  ship  builders. 
in'In'JTio  tT  '^'^"'^^'^  being  called  upon  to  give  security  to  M< 
Ofxicnopro.^     iVilliams,  Deacon  k  Co.  their  London  acents,  foi 

a^Mntt  tho  joint  ^  ' 

outeoftho       sums  due  and  to  become  due  from  the  ^liitby  bai 

<irw»  for  tb«  "^ 

amount  of  the     to  the  Liondon  agents,  remitted  for  that  purpose  a 

dividend  whk^h  i*    »>   .  ^^  •        ^       «a  .«wv^» 

theT  had  (wiid     missorv  note  of  Boberi  Campion  for  10»00(mL»  a  b 

wynJ^^^*'    exchange  accepted  by  John  and  WiUiam  C4ampia 

70CXV«,  a   promissory  note  of   WiUiam 


AOOO/.,  and  another  of  John  Caaqnon  Cm-  the  ; 
amount,  all  dated  the  Sith  of  April  ISil,  and  mad 
the  purpose  of  the  security. 

On  the  19th  of  May  I84K  a  fiat  issned  againii 

^hip  builders,  John  and  }MUiam  Gzar/»ioa,  under  « 
ihe  peiitioners  were  npj^ointed  assignees.  Tkf» 
ihcn  due  from  tlie  Kinkcrs,  Rohrrt  and  Joim  Cc«; 
to  Mc&sis.   l''i<Vr..'K5.   PrHKon  k  Co   ^^l^%7      Ttn 
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against  the  bankers^  Robert  and  John  Campion,  issued        ^^^^* 
on  the  22nd  of  May  1841.     On  the  17th  of  May  1842,      £.  parte 
Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon  &  Co.  proved  against  each     an/otheri. 
of  the  separate  estates  of  John  Campion  and  William 
Campion  for  5000/.  on  the  promissory  notes.     They 
also  proved  against  the  joint  estate  otJohn  and  William 
Campion  for  458/.,  on  the  joint  promissory  note  of  the 
firm. 

At  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the  ship  building 
firm,  they  were  indebted  to  the  Whitby  bankers  in 
9433/.  Ids.  Id.,  having  overdrawn  their  account  with 
the  bank  to  that  amount ;  and  an  Order  had  been  ob- 
tained for  leave  to  prove  for  that  amount,  on  behalf  of  the 
joint  estate  of  the  Whitby  bankers  against  the  joint  estate 
of  the  ship  builders ;  but  the  dividends  upon  this  proof 
were  to  abide  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  this  petition. 
A  dividend  o{2s.  Ad.  in  the  pound  had  been  declared  on 
the  separate  estate  of  John  Campion,  and  of  Zs.  in  the 
pound  on  the  separate  estate  of  WiUiam  Campion.  On 
the  joint  estate  of  the  two,  the  dividend  was  b.  Qd.  in 
the  pound.  So  that  the  dividends  paid  to  Messrs.  Wil- 
liams, Deacon  8c  Co.  on  their  proofs  were  583/.  &.  Sd. 
from  the  separate  estate  of  John  Campion,  750/.  from 
the  separate  estate  of  William  Campion,  and  37/.  4f. 
from  the  joint  estate  of  the  two. 

Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon  &  Co.  had  also  proved 
against  the  separate  estate  of  Robert  Campion  for  their 
whole  debt  upon  the  promissory  note  for  10,000/.,  but 
no  dividend  had  yet  been  declared  of  their  estate. 

The  prayer  was,  that  the  proof  which,  by  the  Order 
of  the  Court,  had  been  admitted  on  behalf  of  the  estate 
of  Robert  and  John  Campion,  against  the  joint  estate  of 
John  and  William  Campion  for  9433/.  195.,  might  be 
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1842.  reduced  by  458/.,  the  amount  which  Messrs.  Wii 
£,  p^^  Deacam  &  Co.  had  proved  against  that  estate;  or 
tBd'iMJias.  ^'^>  ^^^  ^^  petitioners^  as  representing  the  joint 
otJokn  and  William  Campion,  might  be  at  Iibot; 
in  under  the  fiat  issued  against  Robert  and  Jokn 
pion,  and  prove  against  their  estate  for  the  last  meni 
sum.  And  that  the  petitioners,  as  representin( 
separate  estates  oiJohn  Campion  and  WilUam  Cam 
might  be  at  liberty  to  prove  against  the  joint  est 
Robert  and  Jokn  Campion  for  the  amount  of  the 
dends  which  had  been,  or  should  thereafter  be,  pai 
of  such  separate  estates  res^)ectively,  to  Messrs.  Will 
Deacon  &  Co.,  upon  the  promissory  notes  given  to 
by  John  Campion  and  WiUiam  Campion  respect! 
and  might  be  at  liberty  to  prove  immediately  foi 
dividends  then  payable  to  Messrs.  Williams,  Dead 
Co.  out  of  such  separate  estates,  amounting  to  68Si 
and  750/.,  or  as  regards  the  latter  of  these  dividends 
the  sum  of  256/.  1  Is.  6d.,  being  the  balance,  after  dec 
ing  from  the  sum  of  750/.,  a  debt  of  493/.  8s.  4dl,  w 
was  due  from  the  separate  estate  of  William  Campii 
the  Whitby  Bank.  And,  that  the  petitioners  migh 
at  liberty  thereafter  to  prove  from  time  to  time  agi 
the  estate  of  Robert  and  John  Campion,  on  behalf  oi 
separate  estates  of  John  Campion  and  William  Cam^ 
respectively,  for  the  amount  of  the  dividends  that  o 
be  thereafter  paid  out  of  such  estates  respectivelj 
Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon  &  Co.  in  respect  of  the 
missory  notes,  as  and  when  such  dividends  should  i 
time  to  time  be  paid. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  in  support  of  the  petition,  at  first  ( 
tended  for  the  reduction  of  the  proof  which  had  I 
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made  on  behalf  of  the  Whitby  Bank  against  the  joint 
estate  of  the  ship  builders ;  but,  upon  the  Court  intimat- 
ing an  opinion  against  him  on  that  point,  he  maintained 
that  proof  might  be  made  against  the  joint  estate  of  the 
Whitby  bankers  for  the  amount  which  had  been  paid 
by  way  of  dividends  out  of  the  separate  estates  of  the 
ship  builders ;  or,  at  all  events,  for  the  amount  which 
had  been  paid  out  of  the  estate  of  William  Campion. 


721 

1842. 

Ex  parte 

Bbown 

and  othen. 


Sir  John  Cross.  Can  you  produce  any  instance,  in 
which  assignees,  who  have  paid  a  dividend,  have  been 
allowed  to  prove  in  respect  of  that  payment? 

Mr.  Anderdon.  Suppose  no  fiat  had  issued  against 
the  ship  builders,  and  they  had  paid  the  same  amount  in 
satisfaction  of  the  whole  debt,  they  would  then  have 
had  a  right  of  proof  against  the  estate  of  the  principal 
debtors;  and  their  bankruptcy  cannot  make  any  differ- 
ence in  this  respect 


Mr.  Bacon f  and  Mr.  T.  Turner ,  for  the  assignees  of 
the  Whitby  bankers.  The  argument  on  the  other  side 
rests  on  the  proposition,  that  our  estate  is  completely 
exonerated  by  the  proofs  against  the  separate  estates  of 
John  Campion  and  William  Campion ;  and  that  is  the 
only  foundation  on  which  the  argument  can  rest ;  for  a 
surety  cannot  prove  against  the  principal  debtor,  unless 
he  has  paid  the  whole  debt,  or  part,  in  discharge  of  the 
whole ;  Ex  parte  Ratoson{a).  But  there  is  no  pretence 
for  saying  that  our  estate  is  exonerated.  A  creditor,  by 
proving  against  a  surety,  does  not  prejudice  his  right  to 

(a)  Jac.  274  \  and  sec  Ex  parte  CopUttone,  Mont.  &  Ch.  262 ;  3  Deac. 
546 ;  and  Cowley  v.  Dunlap,  7  T.  R.  565. 
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1S4S.       proie  agunst  the  principal  debtor  for  the  whole  an 
^^      of  the  debt. 

Bkovv 


tad 


Mr.  Awderdon^  in  reply. 

Sir  JoHK  Cross.    The  question  is  one  of  some  ni 

Cur.  adv.  vu 

Juiy  30.  Sir  John  Cross.     In  this  case^  there  were  at  Wl 

two  partnerships  between  three  brothers;  Hobert 
John  Campiom  were  partners  as  bankers^  and  John 
William  Cawqrian  were  partners  as  ship  builders,  «^ 
Campion  being  therefore  a  member  of  both  firms, 
bankers  ha^  proved  against  the  ship  bailders  a  del 
about  9iSSL  The  London  agento  of  the  Whitby  banl 
have  proved  a  debt  of  5000/.  against  the  separate  est 
of  each  of  the  ship  builders,  who  had  guaranteed 
payment  of  the  debt  firom  the  Whitby  bankers  to 
London  bankers.  On  these  proofs,  the  separate  est 
have  paid  dividends,  one  of  them  to  the  amount 
6832.  6f .,  the  other  to  the  amount  of  750/.  The  f 
tioners,  as  the  assignees  of  the  ship  builders,  uo 
these  circumstances,  claimed  at  first  to  reduce  the  pi 
made  on  behalf  of  the  Whitby  bankers  by  the  amo 
of  the  sums  proved  by  the  London  bankers  against 
estates  of  the  ship  builders ;  this  claim,  however,  t 
now  abandoned,  and,  I  think,  very  properly,  as  the  s 
of  9433/.  was  the  joint  debt  of  the  two,  whereas 
sums  of  5000/.  were  separate  debts.  The  sums  m 
therefore,  incapable  of  being  set  off  the  one  against 
other.  The  petitioners  have  now  reduced  their  claia 
the  amount  of  the  dividends  paid  out  of  the  sepai 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  723 

estate  of  William  Campion ;  and  the  foundation  of  all        ISiZ, 
the  rights  insisted  upon  by  the  petitioners  is,  that  these       £z  parte 
dividends  have  pro  tanto  exonerated  the  Whitby  Bank,     and  o^cti. 
But  I  do  not  think  that  there  has  been  any  exoneration 
at  all  of  the  Whitby  Bank ;  and  I  am  not  aware  of  there 
being  any  precedent  for  such  a  proceeding  as  that  prayed 
by  the  present  petition. 

Petition  dismissed,  without  costs. 


Ex  parte  Rogers  and  others. — In  the  matter  of 

Magnus. SeijeanU'  Im, 

July  23. 

X HIS  was  a  petition  that  the  debts  of  two  other  ere-  A  petitionioff 

crraitor's  deSt 

ditors  might  be  substituted  for  one  of  the  petitioning  wai  alleged  to 
creditor's  debts,  which  was  insufficient  to  support  the  to  support  the 
fiat.     It  appeared  that  a  certain  portion  of  the  petition-  ground  that 
ing  creditor's  debt  was  founded  on  a  sale  of  goods  to  the  JJm^ed  ofihe 
bankrupt  on  the  13th  of  January,  for  which  he  indorsed  J^'^hwir^.^"^ 


and  delivered  to  the  petitioning  creditor  a  bill  of  exchange  '^'^'^^^J^d  h**** 
for  the  amount.    This  bill  the  petitioning  creditor  had  l"m.  »nd  wai 

not  in  his  hands 

negociated  for  value ;  and  it  was  neither  due,  nor  in  his  at  the  time  of 
,        .  ,         .  .  .  /»    ,      1  the  act  of  bank, 

hands,  at  the  time  when  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  mptcy.  Itap- 

committed;  not  having  been  returned  to  him  for  non-  that  this  bill  bad' 

payment,  until  the  4th  March.    The  bankrupt  had  pre-  ove?  by^the 

sented  a  petition  to  annul,  on  the  ground  that  a  debt  so  MuJbnmecro- 

constituted  was  a  bad  petitioning  creditor's  debt ;  when  ^*^'^'  *J  ^J' 

the  Court,    entertaining  some  doubt  upon   the  point,  ^^^^t^" 

sold  aiM  deli- 
vered by  him  to  the  bankrupt.    On  a  petition  to  substitute  another  debt,  under  the  6  Gto,  4. 
c.  16.  8. 18  :  Heldt  that  it  was  no  objection  that  the  debt  proposed  to  be  substituted  was 
incurred  anterior  to  the  time  when  the  bill  was  returned  to  the  petitioning  creditor,  if  it  was 
actually  incurred  not  auterior  to  the  time  of  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods. 


I 


M 
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1842.        ordered  the  petition  to  stand  over,  for  the  purpoi 
substituting  another  debt  (a). 

Mr.  Anderdon,  in  support  of  the  petition. 


Ex  parte 

ROOIRS 

and  otbera. 


U 


Mr.  Kent/on  Parker,  and  Mr.  WHffAt,  contrL 
this  case^  part  of  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  did 
accrue  until  the  4th  of  March,  when  he  was  oblige 
pay  the  dishonoured  bill ;  and  the  debts  proposec 
be  substituted  were  incurred  anterior  to  that  day.  ' 
^  I  creditors  to  whom  those  debts  are  alleged  to  be 

swear,  only,  that  the  debts  are  **  not  anterior  to 
bill  of  exchange,  constituting  the  petitioning  credit 
debt"  But  this  allegation  is  so  vague  and  general,  t 
it  amounts  to  nothing.  It  may  mean  that  the  debts  a 
not  anterior  to  the  date  of  the  bill,  or  the  deliver] 
the  bill  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  petitioning  credii 
Such  a  general  mode  of  swearing  was  animadvei 
upon  by  the  Court  in  Ex  parte  Ullathome  (b).  But 
contend,  that,  as  the  petitioning  creditor  had  parted? 
the  bill  for  value,  and  it  was  not  in  his  hands  when 
fiat  issued,  there  was  no  debt  at  all  of  sufficient  amo 
to  constitute  a  good  petitioning  creditor's  debt.  1 
portion  of  the  debt,  therefore,  was  not  merely  insuffici( 
but  it  had  no  existence.  Consequendy,  the  provisioi 
the  statute  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  18.  as  to  the  substitul 
of  a  debt,  where  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  is  ''  foi 
insufficient,"  becomes  in  this  case  a  perfect  nullity,  wl 
the  debt  is  ficUtious  altogether.  Here  the  bill  of 
change  was  not  in  the  hands  of  the  petidoning  credii 
and  formed  no  portion  of  any  good  petitioning  credit 
debt. 

(a)  Se«  Kj  parte  Magnus,  ante,  604. 
{h)  I  Mont.  Deac.  &  D.  338. 


iy^ 
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Sir  John  Cross.  The  petitioners  have  showed  that  184:2. 
the  debts  proposed  to  be  substituted  are  sufficient  in  Expaiie 
amount,  provided  they  were  incurred  not  anterior  to  the  5i^i^^ 
debt  of  the  petitioning  creditor.  Now  the  only  ground 
for  opposing  this  petition  is^  that  a  part  of  the  petition- 
ing creditor's  debt  was  contracted  on  the  4th  of  March, 
when  the  bill  of  exchange  was  returned  to  him  for  pay- 
ment. But  it  is  quite  clear,  that  so  much  of  the  peti- 
tioning creditor's  debt,  as  was  insufficient  to  support  the 
fiat,  was  incurred  originally  on  the  ISth  January,  when 
the  goods  were  sold  to  the  bankrupt;  and  that  this 
transaction  was  the  real  foundation  of  the  debt,  which 
was  not  extinguished,  but  only  suspended,  by  this  out- 
standing bill  of  exchange,  which  has  never  been  paid. 
And  as  it  is  sworn,  that  the  debts  proposed  to  be  sub- 
stituted were  incurred  since  the  13th  January,  I  think 
the  18th  section  is  applicable  to  this  case,  and  that  the 
Order  may  go  for  the  fiat  to  be  proceeded  in. 

Usual  Order  for  substitution. 


Ex  parte  Benjamin  Cotton. — In  the  matter  of  James 

Nutter  and  William  Elliston.  Serj$anu*  inn, 

IHE  question  in  this  case  was,  as  to  the  right  of  a  a  trader  mort- 
mortgagee  in  fee  to  trade  fixtures,  as  against  the  assig-  pj^i^  ii™ee, 
nees  of  the  mortgagor;  the  only  peculiarity  which  dis-  f„tiwta?^^^^ 
tinguished  the  case  from  the  others  recently  before  the  "iy^^^n  bSi- 


Court  on  the  same  subject,  being,  that  the  fixtures  were  neasonihe 

not  set  up  by  the  mortgagor  alone,  but  by  him  and  a  erect  |«de  fix- 

partner  who  carried  on  business   with  him  upon  the  on  their  bank- 
ruptcy, that  the 
mortgaged  premises.  mortgagee  was 

mi      r  11      •  in  n    i  mi      i      i      entitled  to  the 

The  following  were  the  facts  of  the  case.    The  bank-  trade  fixtoies. 
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1842.        rupty  Jamit$  Nutter,  having  purchased  certain  premiies 
^^^       of  the  petitioner  for  6000/.,  was  only  able  to  pay  lOOOL 
CorroN.      on  account  of  the  purchase  money.     It  was  therefore 
agreed  between  them,  that  the  remaining  BOOOL,  and 
interest,  should  be  secured  by  a  mor^^age  of  the  pre- 
mises.    Andy  accordingly,  by  indentures  of  lease  and 
release,  and  assignment,  dated  the  25th  and  S6th  of 
December  1837,  made  between  the  bankrupt.  Jama 
Nutter,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  petitioner  of  the  other 
part,  the  purchased  premises,  under  the  description  of 
the  freehold  messuage  or  tenement  situate,   standing, 
and  being  in  Trumpington  Street,  in  the  parish  of  St. 
Mary  the  Less,  in  the  town  of  Cambridge,  and  also  the 
brewing  office  situate  in  the  yard  adjoining,  and  belong- 
ing to  the  same  messuage  or  dwelling  house,  and  the  mill- 
house,  spirit  warehouse,  malt  chambers,  stables,  chaise- 
house,  counting  house,  storehouse,  and  com  chambers 
adjoining  and  occupied  therewith,  together  with  all  and 
singular  the  houses,  outhouses,  edifices,  buildings,  counts 
ing  houses,  bams,  stables,  coach  houses,  granaries,  yards, 
gardens,  brewhouses,  plant  and  fixtures,  and  all  other 
the  rights,  members  and  appurtenances  whatsoever  to 
the  said  messuage  or   tenement,  brewhouse,  heredita- 
ments and  premises  thereby  granted  and  released,  be- 
longing or  in  anywise  appertaining,  or  with  the  same 
usually  held,  occupied,  or  enjoyed,  and  also  a  certiun 
leasehold  estate  adjoining,  were  respectively  conveyed 
and  assigned  by  the  bankmpt,  James  Nutter,    to  the 
petitioner,  as  to  the  freehold  estate,  in  fee ;  as  to  the 
plant  and  fixtures,  absolutely ;  and  as  to  the  leasehold 
premises,  for  all  the  residue  of  the  term  therein ;  subject 
to  a  proviso  for  redemption  on  payment  of  5000/.  and 
interest. 
The  bankrupt,  James  Nutter,  proceeded  to  carry  on 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  727 

his  business  of  a  brewer  upon  the  premises^  in  partner*        1842. 
ship  with  his  brother,  Thomas  Nutter ^  who,  in  1840,      ^^^ 
retired  from  the  firm,  and  was  succeeded  by  the  bank-      Cotton. 
nipt,  William  Elliston.     The  two  bankrupts  thencefor- 
ward carried  on  the  business  until  the  bankruptcy.    Soon 
after  Elliston  became  a  partner  in  the  concern,  altera- 
tions and  additions  were  made  in  the  brewing  plant  and 
fixtures  ;  the  additions  were,  however,  partly  in  substi- 
tution for  portions  of  the  plant  and  fixtures  which  were 
on  the  premises  at  the  time  of  the  mortgage. 

The  fiat  issued  on  the  26th  March  1842;  and  the 
assignees  having  advertized  for  sale  the  portion  of  the 
plant,  utensils,  vats,  and  fixtures,  which  consisted  of  the 
alterations  and  additions  made  on  the  mortgaged  pre- 
mises subsequently  to  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  this 
petition  prayed,  that  it  might  be  declared  that  such 
alterations  and  additions  formed  part  of  the  mortgage 
security ;  and  that  the  assignees  might  be  restrained  from 
selling  the  fixtures  and  things  forming  and  comprising 
such  alterations  and  additions,  and  from  removing  them 
from  the  premises. 

Mr.  JBacoUt  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Dixon,  for  the  assignees. 
This  case  difiers  from  all  former  cases  on  this  sub- 
ject. All  we  ask  for  is  the  value  of  the  fixtures,  which 
were  added  at  the  expense  of  the  firm.  The  former 
decisions  in  favour  of  mortgagees  were,  either  in  cases 
where  the  mortgagor,  being  the  freeholder,  had  add- 
ed subsequently  to  the  mortgage  fixtures, — which  the 
Court  has  held  to  be  an  accretion  to  the  subject  of  the 
security, — or  in  cases  where  the  owner  of  a  valuable  lease- 
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1842.  hold  iateiest  ha* -mortgaged  that  interesi^  aad  tha 
Eiptrta  erected  fixtures  which  he  was  entitled  to  renon^ai 
c^^^'  against  the  landlord.  In  thU  Uat  ease  there  has  beea 
considerable  difierence  of  opinion^  aa  to  wbedwr  artidesy 
which  are  considered  moveable  as  against  the  landloid, 
are  not  to  be  also  considered  moveables  aa  against  a 
mortgagee ;  but,  no  doubt,  the  opinion  which  has  pre- 
vailed in  this  Court,  as  it  is  at  preaent  constitated,  hss 
been  in  favour  of  the  articles  being  r^arded  aa  inmovs- 
ables,  and  accretions  in  &vour  of  the  mortgagee.  The 
present  case,  however,  is  of  a  different  description.  If 
a  mortgagee  permitted  the  mortgagor  to  let  the  ppsmiseii 
and  allowed  the  tenant  to  set  up  fixtures  whicb^  as 
against  a  landlord,  the  tenant  might  remoye,  none  of  the 
cases  alluded  to  would  be  an  authority  entitling  the 
mortgagee  in  such  a  case  to  claim  those  artides^  as 
against  the  tenant's  assignees.  Yet  that  would  be,,  ia 
principle,  the  same  case  as  the  present;  for  here  the  par^ 
nership  became,  with  the  knowledge  and  assent  of  the 
mortgagee,  tenant  of  the  premises,  and  erected  at  the 
expense,  not  of  the  mortgagee,  but  of  the  pfurtnership^ 
trade  fixtures.  On  what  principle  can  it  be  held  that 
these  arc  accretions?  The  question  is,  whether  the 
mortgagee  is  to  take  property  set  up  by  persons  other 
than  the  mortgagor.  And  they  referred  to  £!x  parte 
Broadwood{a)\  and  distinguished  the  present  case 
particularly  from  Ex  parte  JBentlet/  (b)  and  JEx  parte 
Starks  (c). 

Mr.  Bacon,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

(a)  1  Mont.  Deac.  k  De  G.  631. 

(6)  Ante,  591. 

(c)  1  Mont.  Deac.  &  De  G.  340. 
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Sir  John  Cross.     It  is  admitted,  that  the  mortgagee       1^^^- 
is  entitled  to  all  the  fixtures  which  were  upon  the  pre-       p^^  ^^e 
mises  at  the  time  of  the  mortgage ;  and  the  only  ques-       Cotton. 
tion  is,  with  respect  to  those  which  have  been  added 
subsequently  to  that  period.     By  the  general  rule  of  law, 
fixtures  belong  to  the  premises  to  which  they  are  affixed, 
as  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  without  any  such 
distinction  as  that  of  tenant's  fixtures.    A  tenant  may 
pledge  the  fixtures  which  he  is  entitled  to  remove,  but 
so  long  as  they  remain  fixed  to  the  freehold,  they  are 
not  goods  and  chattels,  so  as  to  pass  by  the  72d  section. 
This  is  the  general  rule  as  to  all  fixtures ;  there  may  be 
exceptions,  and  it  was  competent  to  have  shown  that  the 
additions  in  question  ought  to  be  excepted  from  the 
general  law;  but  they  have  not  done  so. 

With  respect  to  the  rights  of  the  partners  of  the  mort- 
gagee, the  Court  has  nothing  to  do  with  them.  They 
arise  out  of  transactions  confined  to  the  partners  them- 
selves, and  to  which  the  mortgagee  is  an  utter  stranger. 
Therefore,  whether  the  fixtures  were  added  by  the 
mortgagor,  or  by  the  partnership,  may  be  a  question  to 
be  discussed  between  the  partners  and  those  claiming 
under  them,  but  it  is  one  with  which  the  mortgagee  has 
no  concern  whatever.  He  is  entitled  to  all  the  fixtures 
which  he  finds  on  the  mortgaged  premises.  I  am,  there- 
fore, of  opinion  that  the  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  the 
declaration  which  he  asks  for,  and  that  all  the  fixtures 
upon  the  premises  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  belong 
to  him.  Of  course,  this  will  not  include  any  articles 
which  are  moveable.  What  articles  are  fixtures,  and 
what  moveables,  is  often  a  troublesome  question  of  fact ; 
and  if  the  parties  differ  upon  it  in  this  case,  there  must 
be  a  reference  and  an  inquiry  on  the  subject. 

VOL.  II.  3  D 
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1843.  Ordered^  as  prayed;  and  that  it  should  be  referred 

'Exp;irtB  ^^  ^^^  CommiBsioners  to  inquire  what  artidei 

on  the  premises  were,  or  were  not,  fixtures,  at  the 
date  of  the  bankruptcy,  without  regard  to  whether 
they  were  trade  fixtures  or  not ;  reserring  fiirtiier 
directions  and  costs. 


Ex  parte  Richard  Wace. — In  the  matter  of  Wiluam 

Serjeantt'  Inn  BiRCII  PrICE  and  JoHN  EdWARDS. 

July  30.    ' 

Order  for  sale  1  HIS  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor,  having  a  securityi 
property  com-  for  a  Sale  of  part  of  the  property  on  which  his  debt  was 
canty /witi!out  sccured,  thc  remainder  being  unsaleable,  on  account  of 
St'he^  its  forming  the  subject  of  litigation. 
ZSndw- which  '^'^^  security  was  created  by  the  following  memoran- 
^"Tb'r^f"**  dum,  "In  consideration  of  Mr.  Richard  Wace  having, 
being  the  sub-    at  my  request,  paid  my  brother  Richard  Edwards  13002., 

ject  of  litigation.  >f       i        '  r  j 

in  part  of  the  purchase  money  agreed  to  be  paid  by 
me  to  him  for  the  purchase  of  a  copyhold  estate  in 
the  Manor  of  Condover,  and  certain  rents  and  monies 
severally  specified  in  certain  agreements  entered  into 
between  me  and  him,  dated  on  or  about  the  16th  of 
April  1833,  and  23rd  of  February  1841,  I  do  hereby 
charge  the  said  estates,  rents,  and  monies,  and  all  rents 
and  monies  due  in  respect  of  the  said  estate,  and  also 
the  Hampton  Hall,  and  all  other  my  real  estate,  with  the 
pajrment  to  the  said  Richard  Wace  of  the  said  sam  of 
1300/.,  with  lawful  interest ;  and  I  do  hereby  further  agree 
with  the  said  Richard  Wace,  that  I  will  pay  him  the 
said  1300/.,  and  interest,  at  the  end  of  six  months  from  the 
date  hereof.  Dated  this  3rd  day  of  March  1841.  John 
Edwards.'*    Thc  Hampton  Hall  estate  was  subjected  to 
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a  mortgage  for  5000/. ;  and  with  respect  to  this  estate,  a        1842. 
bill  in  chancery  had  been  filed  by  one  Thomas  Price      ^^  ^^ 
against  the  assignees  and  the  petitioner,  and  various        Wacb. 
other  persons,  to  have  the  priorities  of  their  several  in- 
cumbrances ascertained  and  declared.    The  suit  was  still 
pending,  and  was  likely  to  be  a  considerable  time  before 
it  was  heard.    Under  these  circumstances,  the  prayer 
was,  that  the  other  estates  affected  by  the  petitioner's 
security  might  be  sold,  with  the  usual  directions,  without 
prejudice  to  the  petitioner's  right  with  respect  to  the 
estate,  which  was  the  subject  of  the  suit  in  chancery. 

The  Court  made  the  Order,  as  prayed. 
Mr.  Anderdon,  for  the  petition. 
Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  assignees. 


Ex  parte  John  Butler. — In  the  matter  of  Thomas  s^risanu' inn 
Bakewell. -^"^  ^^  V"^ 

August  2. 

This  petition  had  been  set  down  for  further  directions,  under^^s^nd 
and  it  also  came  on  by  way  of  exceptions  to  the  regis-  ^^w  wWchihe 
trar's  report.     It  was  the  petition  of  an  assignee  under  banknii^obtains 
a  second  commission,  praying,  that  a  subsequent  fiat  but  does  not  pay 

15s.  Id  the 

might  be  annulled,  and  that  the  assignee  who  had  been  pound,  lies  by, 

while  the  bank- 

appointed  under  it  might  account  to  the  petitioner  for  mpt  is  subse- 
all  monies  and  effects  of  the  bankrupt  which  had  come  to  to  a  great  ex. 

tent  for  a  period 
of  eight  years,  without  making  any  claim  to  his  subsequently  acquired  properly.  The  party 
then  becomes  bankrupt  a  third  time.  Held,  that  the  assignee  under  the  third  bankruptcy,  and 
not  the  assignee  unuer  the  second  commission,  had,  on  principles  of  equity,  the  preferable 
claim  to  the  property  thus  subsequently  acquired. 

Held,  also,  that  such  principle  of  equity  applied  as  well  to  real,  as  to  personal  property, 
Dotwithsuoding  the  clause  of  order  and  disposition  (6  Gto»  4.  c.  16.  s.  72.)  only  applies  to 
personal  estate. 

Where  a  petition  is  set  down  for  further  directions,  and  comes  on  also  by  way  of  exceptions 
to  the  registrar's  report,  the  petitioner's  counsel  is  entitled  to  begin. 

3d2 
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1842. 


Ex  parte 

BUTLBR. 


his  hands^  and  claiming  (under  the  6  Geo.  A.  c. 
127.)  all  the  property  in  the  possession  of  the  \m 
at  the  time  of  his  third  bankruptcy,  by  reasoa 
not  having  paid  15a.  in  the  pound  tinkler,  ^e, 
commission.  When  the  petition  came  on  for  1 
on  the  9th  July  1838,  the  Court  isu|f^e.An  Qrder^ 
should  be  referred  to,  the  registrar  to  appoint  an 
of  the  bankrupt's  estate,  as  wel}.  ufider  the.  seconc 
mission  of  bankrupt,  which  issued  ;pp  {tl^e,  19th 
1828,  as  under  th^  present  fiat;  ai^  tliat  the  re; 
should  take  an  account  of  the  effects  received  I 
assignee  under  the  fiat^  and  inquire  .lybeth^  the 
of  the  bankrupt  under  the  second  commiBsioo  hac 
duced  sufficient  to  pay  the  creditors  lSf»  in  tt^p 
and  whether  any  of  the  goods  or  chattels  ppiisess 
the  assignee  under  the  fiat  were,  with  ibf^  oons^ 
permission  of  the  true  owner,  in  the  po^easipn,  i 
and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  as  the  reputed  owi 
the  time  of  his  third  bankruptcy,  ,  And  the  Cou 
served  all  further  directions  and  cpst^  19  theinattei 
the  parties  were  to  be  at  liberty,  to  apply  to  tbeCoi 
they  should  be  advised.  . 

Under  this  Order  the  registrar  made  his  n 
finding,  that  the  assignee  under  the  fiat  bad  rec 
4989/.  I3s.  4d. ;  that  he  had  paid  thereout  3037/.  Ot 
and  that  be  had  a  balance  in  his  hands  of  1942/,  ISi 
that  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt  under  the  second 
mission  had  not  produced  !&•  in  the  pound;  anc 
not  any  of  the  goods  or  chattels,  possessed  by  the  1 
nee  under  the  fiat  were,  with  the  consent  and  permi 
of  the  true  owner,  in  the  possession,  order,  and  dis 
tion  of  the  bankrupt,  as  the  reputed  owner,  at  the 
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of  his  third  bankruptcy.     To  this  report  ihe  respondent       1^*2. 
had  excepted.  £x  parte 

It  appeared,  that  the  first  commission  issued  on  the 
4th  April  1815,  under  which  the  bankrupt  obtained  his 
certificate,  and  a  dividend  of  6^.  8ef.  iti  the  pound  was 
declared;  but  the  petitioner  alleged,  that  he  did  not  hear 
of  the  first  bankruptcy,  until  the  lit  November  1886. 

The  second  commission,  as  already  stated,  issued  on 
the  19th  April  1828,  under  which  the  bankrupt  also 
obtained  'his  certificate,  but  only  paid  a  dividend  of 
Is.  Id.  in  the  pound. 

'  After  obtaining  his  'certificate  under  the  second  com- 
mission, the  bankrupt  went  into  trade  at  Manchester, 
arid  the  petitioner  had  various  dealings  with  him.  He 
was  however  Bgain  in  difiiculties;  and  on  the  ISth 
October  1836  he  ^(rdis  arresti^d  for  debt,  and  on  the  2l8t 
December  1836  took  the  relief  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Act. 

On  the  4th  November  1836  a  meeting  of  the  bank- 
rupt's creditors  was  held,  when  it  was  communicated  to 
several  persons,  that  he  had  been  a  bankrupt  on  two 
former  occasions. 

On  the  8th  November  1836  the  subsequent  fiat  issued, 
under  which  the  respondent  was  appointed  assignee ;  and 
on  the  14th  December  1836,  the  petitioner  Served  on  the 
r^^pondent  a  notice  of  his  claim  to  ihe  bankrupt's  pro- 
perty, as  assignee  under  the  se(i6hd  commission. 

On  the  8th  February  1837  the  petitioner  brought  an 
action  of  trover  in  the  Cbtirt  of  Common  Pleas  against 
the  assignee  under  the  fiat,  to  recover  the  bankrupt's 
property  which  had  been  possessed  by  him  under  the 
fiat,  by  reason  that  the  bankrupt  had  not  paid  158.  in  the 
pound  under  the  second  commission*    On  the   19th 
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1842. 


£z  parte 

BUTLBR. 


August  1837  the  cause  came  on  for  trial  at  Che 
pool  assizes^  when  verdicts  were  found  for  the  pel 
on  all  the  five  issues,  for  U60L  damages ;  bat  thf 
gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  the  Court  abc 
verdicts  on  the  second  and  third  issues*  On  tfa 
January  1838,  after  much  discusmon,  the  Co 
Common  Pleas  (a)  decided  that  the  petitioner  wai 
tied  to  retain  the  verdict  on  the  first  and  fourth  i 
but,  with  respect  to  the  other  issues,  the  Court  exp 
its  opinion  that  the  goods  and  chattels,  which  we 
subject  of  the  action,  were  in  the  order  and  diqK 
of  the  bankrupt,  with  the  consent  of  the  petitioM 
true  owner,  at  the  time  when  the  bankrupt  was  an 
and  committed  to  prison  previous  to  his  discharge 
the  Insolvent  Act,  and  consequently  that  the  an 
of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  was  entitled  to 
goods  and  chattels,  and  that  it  was  competent  \ 
defendant  to  set  up  the  title  of  such  assignee ;  and  I 
fore  a  verdict  was  ordered  for  the  defendant  on  the 
issue.  As  to  the  second  issue,  the  Court  decidec 
there  ought  to  have  been  a  new  trial,  as  the  jur 
accidentally  omitted  to  find  the  act  of  bankruptcy: 
inasmuch  as  the  Court  had  come  to  the  above  cond 
on  the  third  issue,  they  considered  the  not  findi) 
such  act  of  bankruptcy  to  be  immaterial,  and  thei 
directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant  o 
second  issue.  And  as  to  the  fifth  issue,  the  Conri 
gested  that  the  jury  should  be,  as  it  were,  disch 
from  giving  any  verdict ;  which  was  assented  to  by 
parties*  The  result  of  the  above  proceedings  was 
nothing  whatever  was  finally  decided,  with  respect  I 

(a)  See  the  report  of  the  case,  Butler  v.  Hobwn,  4  Bmg.  N.  C.  \ 
Id.  131. 
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rights  of  ^he  creditors  under  the  second  commission^        184^- 
and  those  under  the  subsequent  fiat.  j^     ^ 

BUTLBR. 

Mr.  ChandksSf  in  support  of  the  exceptions  to  the 
registrar's  report,  contended  that  he  was  entitled  to  pre- 
audience in  the  argument;  as  the  Court  could  not  make 
any  further  directions  in  the  matter^  until  the  exceptions 
to  the  report  were  disposed  of. 

Sir  John  Cross.  As  the  matter  is  set  down  for 
further  directionsj  I  think  that  the  petitioner's  counsel  is 
entitled  to  begin,  notwithstanding  the  report  has  been 
excepted  to. 

Mr.  BacoUi  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  It  will  be  attempted  on  the  other  side  to  show, 
that  the  petitioner  was  cognizant  of  the  first  bankruptcy, 
and  ought  not  to  have  lain  by  so  long,  before  he  made 
the  present  claim ;  but  it  is  positively  sworn  by  him,  that 
he  never  knew  any  thing  of  the  first  commission  until 
the  1st  November  1836.  When  the  bankrupt  went  into 
business  at  Manchester  after  his  second  bankruptcy,  the 
petitioner  concluded  that  he  was  a  person  competent  to 
deal  with  him,  and  accordingly  had  various  transactions 
with  him  in  business ;  and  it  was  not  till  the  bankrupt 
called  a  meeting  of  his  creditors  in  November  1836,  that 
he  then  for  the  first  time  stated  that  he  was  a  bankrupt 
in  1815.  When  the  case  was  before  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  (a),  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  said,  that  it 
was  not  enough  to  show,  that  the  estate  and  effects  of  the 
bankrupt  acquired  subsequently  to  his  certificate  might 
have  produced  sufficient  to  pay  all  his  creditors  under 

(a)  See  BntUr  ▼•  Hobwn,  6  Biog.  N.  C.  128 
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1842.        tbe  comiDiasion  I  at.  in  the  pound  j  bii(  i(  lauaibeps 
^"^       that  his  estates  and  e0ect«  ej^itting  at  tbe.  dp4Q0 

h%  parte  ^ 

BvTLM.  certificate  bad  actually  produced  sufficient  to  pay  It 
the  pound.  As  the  politiooer  had  no  noikoe<diht  isi 
of  the  first  coinmissioni  the  question  ^  order  and  d 
sition  could  not  arise  in  this  case;  .for  if  he  waa  igm 
of  tbe  only  right  that  vested  the  profierty  in  hin$  it^ 
be  said  that  the  property  remained  ia  the  poasearifl 
the  bankrupti  hy  tbe  consent  and  p^rmuumm  of  th^ 
owner,  within  the  meaning  of  tbeJ/Sod  j»ect)oi|  of  the  Si 
rupt  Act.  And  as  to  any.  alleged  acqiiieiioeiice»  f,  | 
is  not  bound  by  any  acquiescence,  when  he  ia  not 
nizant  of  his  rights ;  Ex  parte  Chambers  {a),  i  ^  [Sir  J 
Cro8$.  U I  Ul  another  party  tske.my  gMda^  notluioji 
that  they  are  mioe».  there  is  i»o  doiib4..thati.when  I  k 
the  fiict,  I  can  reclaim  theoir  /3ut  if,  in;eon8eqiienc 
my  ignorance,  another  party  is;  injure^  it  becooies  I 
|.  a  question,  whether  I  can  assert  my  property  in  then 

I  the  injury  of  a  tliird  person*] ,  We  stibmU  that  the 

is  clear,  as  laid  down  by  Losd  :QmenAam  in  JSx  p 
Chambers,  that  no  party  is  bound  by  acta  adopted 
taken  by  bim  in  ignprance  of  his  rights.  There  car 
no  consent^  where  tliere  is  no,  knowledge.  The  c 
judge  on  the  former  hearing  said,  tj^  a.  n^an  could 
be  taken  to  consent,  to  part  with  his  property,  if  U^ 
not  know  that  it  was  bia  oi^n^/  The  question  resol 
itself  into  this, — if  the  law.ho^  sfj^jdi  tbajl^  Mnder  cen 
circumstances,  the  property  is  .vested  in  the  aasigio 
under  the  second  commission,  can  this  Court,  .on 
ground  of  an  equity  arising,  my  thBX  the  propeirtysl 
be  handed  over  to  the  assignees  under  the  third  fi 
We  contend  that  there  is  no  authority  fpr  such  an  equ 

{a)  2  Mont.  &  A.  440 ;  1  0wc.  197. 
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Besides,  the  question  of  consent  cannot  apply  to  parties        1842. 
filling,  like  assignees,  a  public  trust.  Ex  ptne 


Sir  John  Cross.  It  is  not  merely  here  the  dry 
question  of  consent,  but  whether,  from  your  ignorance, 
as  you  say,  other  persons  were  induced  to  deal  with  the 
bankrupt  and  give  him  credit ;  and  whether,  that  would 
not  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  claim  sM  vip  by  this 
petition.  Suppose  a  party  stands  by  and  permits  another 
to  sell  his  goods^  and  encourages  him  to  do  so,  can  he 
afterwards  recall  his  goods,  to  the  injury  of  the  bani 
fide  purchaser?  With  respect  to  the  alleged  plea  of  the 
ignorance  of  the  petitioner  of  the  existence  of  the  first 
commission,  he  was  bound  to  know  bis  rights,  as  assignee 
under  the  second^  commission.  It  is  not  suggested,  that 
the  crediior9  under  the  second  commission  did  not  know 
of  the  previous  commission^ 

Mr.  ChandlesSffor  the  assignees  under  the  fiat.  The 
bankrupt  was  possessed  of  some  freehold  property,  at  the 
time  of  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  which  the  bankrupt  had 
bought  for  930/.  Now,  independently  of  the  7Snd 
section,  which  relates  only  to  personal  property,  this 
Court,  under  the  general  principles  of  equity  which  it  is 
guided  by,  has  always  held,  that,  where  creditors  lie  by 
and  permit  a  man  to  obtain  credit  with  the  world,  they 
shall  not  afterwards  take  advantage  of  it,  to  the  prejudice 
of  pelrsons  who  have  trusted  him.  This  principle 
applies  to  real  property,  as  well  as  to  personal  property; 
and,  in  accordance  with  this  principle,  the  case  of  £r 
parte  Jtmgmichel  (a)  was  lately  decided  by  this  Court, 
where  it  was  held  that  the  assignee  under  a  third  fiat  could 

(a)  AnU,  471. 
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1842.  not  be  called  upon  to  deliyer  up  the  assets  coUedN 
ExnuL  ^^^  ^  ^^^  assignees  under  a  second  fiat»  where  the 
BuTLKB,      permitted  him  to  trade  for  five  years,  without  molest 

on  the  part  of  themsdyes,  or  any  of  the  credilofs  i 

the  second  fiat. 


Mr.  Bacamf  in  reply.  The  case  just  ciAad  doei 
apply  to  the  &ciB  of  this;  for  there  the  assignees  ii 
the  second  fiat  knew  all  along  of  the  issniqg  of  the 
▼iousfiat;  while  here  the  assignee  ihus  whcrily  ignora 
the  first  commission.  With  respect  to  the  fiiee 
property,— that  is  actually  vested  in  the  assignees  a 
the  second  commission  by  the  127th  section  of  the  B 
rupt  Act ;  and  the  72nd  section  has  no  bearing  whal 
upon  freehold  property.  This  Court  cannot  depri 
man  of  his  vested  right  in  fireehold  property.  In  J 
V.  Adamson  (a)^  it  was  held,  that  the  assignees  of  a  bi 
rupt  might  reclaim  his  property,  although  they  had 
a  valuable  consideration  paid  them  by  a  third  pei 
agreed  to  leave  it  in  the  bankrupt's  possession* 
John  Cross.  There  the  rights  of  third  parties  in 
property  were  not  injured.]  We  rely,  however,  in 
case  upon  the  petitioner's  perfect  ignorance  of  the 
commission,  and  his  consequent  unconsciousness  ol 
rights.  The  Court  would  not  on  the  former  hei 
have  directed  an  inquiry,  if  it  was  thought,  that 
question  of  consent  did  not  imply  knowlsdge.  This 
goes  with  980/.  and  purchases  a  real  estate.  If 
assignee  under  the  second  commission  had  known  o 
previous  one,  be  might  have  taken  the  9901. ;  but  he 
no  knowledge  whatever  of  his  rights.  If  the  amgi 
with  a  full  knowledge  of  their  right  to  property  ii 

(a)  3  B.  ft  Aid.  325. 
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possession  of  the  bankrupt,  were  to  permit  him  to  trade        1842. 


with  it,  and  to  gain  a  fidse  credit  with  the  persons  dealing 
with  him,— that  would  be  a  very  different  case.  But  Butlbb. 
there  is  nothing  here  approaching  <  to  the  connivance  or 
consent  of  the  assignee.  In  Ex  parte  Storks  (a),  which 
was  a  case  of  conflicting  claims  between  the  creditors 
under  a  second  commission,  and  the  assignees  under 
a  previous  commission,  Lord  Eldon  observed,  that, 
**  proceeding  upon  the  laches  of  the  assignee,  it  is  hard 
to  say,  that  his  conduct  shall  operate  against  the  legal 
rights  of  those  who  are  neither  implicated  in,  nor  conu- 
sant of  it."  I  only  cite  this  to  show,  that  whatever  is 
done  by  a  trustee  in  perfect  ignorance  of  his  rights,  the 
other  parties,  who  are  interested  in  the  subject  of  the 
trust  are  not  to  be  prejudiced  by  it. 

Mr.  Ckandless  stated,  that  the  freehold  property  in 
question,  which  was  now  claimed  by  the  petitioner,  was, 
in  January  18S6,  actually  conveyed  by  the  bankrupt  to 
the  petitioner,  as  a  trustee  for  the  bankrupt  and  his  wife 
and  children. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Sir  John  Cross.  In  this  case,  the  respondent,  who  AMgwt  2. 
is  the  assignee  under  a  third  fiat  against  the  bankrupt, 
is  called  upon  to  pay  over  the  proceeds  of  the  estate  and 
effects  now  in  his  hands  to  the  petitioner,  who  insists  on 
a  prior  right,  in  consequence  of  the  bankrupt  having 
been  previously  the  subject  of  a  second  commission, 
under  which  the  creditors  have  not  received  dividends 
to  the  amount  of  15^.  in  the  pound.  In  answer  to  this 
claim,  the  respondent's  assignee  contends,  that  the  peti- 
(a)  2  Rote,  179. 
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1842.        tioner  has  permitted  the  bankrupt  to  dtny  oh  Wide  for 


£x  parte 


some  years,  without  any  interferetiee  oh  the  part  tJiT  the 
Bu^LKR.  petitioner,  and  to  obtain  thus  a  fal«^  credit  in  tM^wortd; 
and  that  the  petitioner  hias  thereby  ilbahdoned' tliat  J^gal 
right,  with  which  the  law  had  iritested  hhnl*  Tlie  ped- 
tioner  replied,  that  he  did  not  knty#,  when  aMteg"  M 
assignee  under  the  second  conimistioh,''l!bal!  Vh^feibsd 
been  any  previous  commission  issued  agAttist  itifif-  bank- 
rupt; and  upon  that  allegation  of  want  of  ittiowteJge 
he  rested  his  whole  case.  The  petitionei'' find 'btouglii 
an  action,  with  a  view  to  the  rec6vei^y  bftb^sc^  eflbcts, 
but  the  suit  was  attended  with  no  satisfnctorjr  reaote) 
for  justice  was  obscured,  and  finlilljr 'lirrecfced '  by  k 
cloud  of  special  pleading.  It  is  only  id  b&regt4Ub6Af 
that  the  defendant  did  not  apply  to  thi»  GouH*  fi^  aH 
injunction  to  stay  the  action^  and  decide 'the  rights 'of 
the  respective  parties  on  princi|d6s  of  equity*  >  ff'Ibe 
property  in  question  was  held  by  the  bankrupt)  with  the 
consent  of  the  petitioner,  then,  under  the  proinsionaiclf  the 
7^nd  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  the  whole  would  pciss 
to  the  assignee  under  the  third  iiat.  I  d6  not;  however, 
look  alone  to  the  72nd  section  for  the  determidation  of 
this  question,  but  to  the  principles  of  equity  as  recognised 
in  the  cases  of  Troughtan  v.  Oitley  (a),  and  Ex  parte 
Brown  (i),  the  first  decided  by  Lord  Camden,  and  the 
last  by  Lord  Loughborough.  In  Droughton  v.  GHilej/, 
an  uncertificated  bankrupt  was  permitted  by  the  assignees 
and  creditors  to  trade  for  four  years,  and  then  died^ 
having  contracted  various  debts  during  such  subsequent 
trading;  and  it  was  there  held,  that  the  subsequent  cre- 
ditors were  to  be  preferred  in  equity  to  the  creditors 
under  the  commission.  Lord  Camden  there  says,  that  the 

(a)  Arobl.  630.  (6)  2  Ves.  jao.  67. 
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first  set  of  credi^tors  ^^  knew  that  the  bankrupt  continued  1342. 
to  trade,  and.  that  the  effects  were  delivered  ov^r  to  him,  ^^  p^^^ 
and  that. he  w^  trading  with  a  vnultitude  of  persons;  Butler. 
and  in  order  to  da  that^it  was  necessary  tfiat  he  should 
tak^y  as  well  as, giye^  credits  Thi3  is.  a  dedaraiion  to  all 
mankind,  th4Jt  be  ba4  sufficient  capfu^ity.:  ,  It  falls  within 
the  principle,  that,  if  a,. (nan  having  a  liea  stands. by  and 
lets. another ipake  a  i^ew  securityi^he  shall  be  postponed; 
the  common  case  of  first  mortgagee  suffering  a  second 
mortgage,  without  giving,  notice  of  his  security."  It  is 
very  true,  that  Lord  JSldon,  has  said  in  Ex  parte  Mar- 
tin, {a),  and  in  JEx  parte  Storh&dh),  that  the  case  of 
TVaughtany^  GitUy  was  not  of  very  high  authority;  but 
the  decision  of  Lord  Camden  in  that, case  has  never  been 
overruled;  and  in  Mx  parte.  Br  own  (c\  Lord  liough- 
borough  explains  the  principle  upon  which  the  decision 
in  that  case  was  founded,  saying  ^'  the  case  before  Lord 
Camden  was  upon  the  laches  of  the  first  creditors,  and 
the  false  credit  which  they  gave." 

With  respect  to  the  present  case,  it  appears  that  in 
the  year  1815  Baketoell  became  a  bankrupt,  and,  having 
obtained  his  certificate  in  the  following  year,  recom- 
menced trading  elsewhere,  having  removed  from  Staf- 
fordshire to  Derbyshire,  and  thence  to  Manchester, 
where  he  took  a  lease  of  certain  premises  for  carrying 
on  his  trade.  Two  years  after  he  obtained  his  certificate 
under  this  first  commission,  Bdk^meU  married  the  sister 
of  the  petitioner.  There  were  afterwards  various  deal- 
ings between  them ;  and  on  the  eve  of  his  second  bank- 
ruptcy, the  petitioner,  in  18S7,  put  in  an  execution  for  a 
sum  of  7402.,  upon  which,  in  order  to  induce  the  peti- 

(fl)  16  Vei.  114.  (c?)  2  V».  jun.  68. 

(0  3  Ves.  &  fi.  106 ;  3  Rom.  179. 
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1842.  tioner  to  withdraw  it,  the  bankrupt  conveyed  to  him  hk 

£i  parte  leasehold  interest  in  the  business  premises.     In  April 

BuTLXK.  ]g28  the  second  commission  issued,  under  which  the 


petitioner  proved  a  debt  of  650/.,  and  was  chosen  i 
nee,  in  conjunction  with  another  individual,  since  de- 
ceased ;  and  a  year  afterwards  the  bankrupt  obtained  his 
certificate.  Shortly  after  this,  the  petitioner  re-assigned 
the  lease  to  the  bankrupt,  and  received  thereon  the  sum 
of  2661. ;  which  ought  by  rights  to  have  been  diatribnted 
among  the  creditors  under  the  second  commission.  But 
the  petitioner  appears  to  have  considered  him  a  firee 
trader,  and  the  bankrupt  in  fact  carried  on  business  for 
a  period  of  eight  years  in  the  midst  of  his  fonner  cre- 
ditors ;  the  petitioner,  though  residing  at  some  distance, 
being  nearly  connected  with  the  bankrupt,  and  continu- 
ing to  transact  business  occasionally  with  him.  In  the 
year  1836,  before  the  third  fiat  issued,  on  the  purchase 
of  an  estate  by  the  bankrupt,  for  the  price  nearly  of 
1000/.,  the  petitioner  became  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of 
his  brother-in-law,  the  bankrupt,  and  his  children;  the 
petitioner's  sister,  the  bankrupt's  wife,  having  died  in 
the  month  of  October  in  the  previous  year.  On  this 
occasion,  when  a  sum  of  near  1000/.  passed  from  the 
bankrupt,  the  petitioner  might  have  claimed  the  money, 
as  assignee  under  the  second  commission ;  but  he  did 
not  do  so,  and  abandoned  his  right  to  the  money  altoge- 
ther. In  the  years  of  1834,  1835,  and  1836,  the  bank- 
rupt's books  showed  various  transactions  in  business  to 
the  amount  of  85,000/.,  145,000/.,  and  200,000/. ;  and 
all  the  time  while  these  large  sums  passed  through  the 
bankrupt's  hands,  the  petitioner  and  tlie  other  creditors 
under  the  second  commission  were  looking  on  and  took 
no  notice  of  these  transactions,  although  they  had  only 
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received  a  dividend  of  Is.  7d.  in  the  pound  under  the  lS4t2. 
second  commission.  In  October  1836,  just  before  the  £x  parte 
fiat  issued^  the  petitioner  went  to  Manchester^  and  saw  ^v'^^^^- 
the  way  in  which  the  bankrupt  was  trading,  and  yet 
took  no  steps  to  claim  any  of  the  property  with  which 
he  was  then  dealing.  The  only  excuse  that  the  peti- 
tioner has  made  for  his  non-uiterference  is,  that  he  did 
not  know  of  the  first  commission.  But  I  think,  con- 
sidering his  near  relationship  and  connection  with  the 
bankrupt,  that  he  must  be  taken  to  have  known  of  the 
first  commission.  I  do  not  mean  to  say,  that,  when 
the  petitioner  swears  he  did  not  know  of  it,  he  swears 
falsely;  but  it  certainly  appears  to  me,  that  he  had  every 
means  of  knowledge,  and  that  he  ought  to  have  known 
of  it ;  so  that  his  ignorance  of  the  fact  is  no  su£Scient 
answer  to  the  charge  of  indifl&rence  and  neglect.  If  a 
man  for  a  period  of  eight  years,  after  proving  his  debt 
under  a  commission,  sees  the  bankrupt  debtor  trading 
with  all  the  world,  and  makes  no  claim  whatever  against 
him,  or  interferes  in  any  way  with  his  proceedings,  I 
must  take  it  for  granted,  that,  if  the  creditor  had  any 
right  to  interfere,  he  has  by  his  passive  acquiescence 
abandoned  it.  But  what  was  done  all  this  time  by  the 
petitioner's  colleague,  the  other  assignee  ?  It  appears 
that  he,  for  four  years  before  his  death,  knew  that  the 
bankrupt  was  carrying  on  business  at  Manchester,  and 
was  quite  as  passive  a  spectator  as  the  present  petitioner. 
Under  all  these  circumstances,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
petitioner  has  not  succeeded  in  establishing  his  right 
to  the  property,  and  that  it  is  vested  in  the  assignee 
under  the  third  fiat. 

With  respect  to  the  fi-eehold  property,  I  think  the 
principle  of  equity  applies  as  well  to  the  real,  as  to 
the  personal  estate,  notwithstanding  the  7Snd  section 
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1842.  does  not  apply  to  real  property.    It  follows,  that  the 

^T^'^^  creditors  under  the  fiat  are  entitled  to  a  priority  in  the 

Ex  parte  '^  ^ 

BuTLKR.  distribution  of  the  effects  in  the  hands  of  the  assignee 


under  that  fiat,  but  that  in  the  event  of  a  surplus,  the  i 
will  revert  to  the  claimants  under  the  second  commission. 
As  to  the  costs,  the  petitioner,  it  seems,  prevailed  in 
staying  the  dividend  under  the  fiat,  when  his  petition 
was  before  the  Court  on  the  former  occasion ;  his  con- 
duct has  been  not  vexatious,  though  unfortunate ;  and 
therefore  I  think  that  the  costs  of  both  parties,  as  well 
on  the  petition  as  on  the  inquiry  before  the  registrar, 
should  come  out  of  the  estate  under  the  fiat. 


Ex  parte  Mould. — In  the  matter  of  Thobcas 
Harriott. 

S&rjtanw  Inn, 

ApetiUonibr  THIS  was  a  petition  for  rehearing,  and  praying  also 
U  dis"mfs^*  that  the  Order  made  on  the  previous  hearing  might  be 
faciTfTm^rt*'  discharged,  and  that  a  particular  person  might  be  ex- 
aooe  is  suted  to  amined   viva  voce.    The  original  petition  was  by   an 

have  been  dis-  or  j 

covered  lince     equitable  mortgagee,  to  establish   a   mortgage   of  the 

the  former  hear-      '^  ^  «  c- 

ing.  equity  of  redemption  of  part  of  the  bankrupt's  estate ; 

when  the  Court  made  the  usual  Order.     The  present 

petition  was  accompanied   by  an  affidavit,  containing 

various  allegations  as  td  the  invalidity  of  the  deed,  on 

which  the  mortgage  was  founded ;  and  that  the  bankrupt, 

on  the  former  occasion,  refused  to  make  any  affidavit. 

Mr.  Kot,  in  support  of  the  petition,  submitted  that 
this  application  must  be  treated,  as  in  the  nature  of  a  bill 
of  review  to  the  Lord  Chancellor.  [Sir  John  Crass. 
Which  bill  of  review  must  state  some  new  fact,  which 


Mould. 
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has  been  discovered  since  the  former  Order  was  made.]  ISiS. 
The  rule  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  is,  that  when  a  party  j.^^  ^^^^ 
was  incapable  of  producing  evidence  when  the  cause  was 
heard,  the  Court  will,  if  satisfied  of  his  inability  on  the 
former  occasion,  let  him  in  to  produce  that  evidence  on 
a  rehearing  of  the  cause,  and  grant  him  an  Order  for 
that  purpose.  There  was  here  no  want  of  diligence, 
on  the  part  of  the  solicitor  for  the  respondent,  on  the 
former  occasion.  If  the  affidavit,  which  impeaches  the 
validity  of  the  mortgage  deed,  had  been  obtained  before 
the  former  hearing,  the  Court  would  not  have  made  the 
former  Order,  The  object  of  the  present  application  is^ 
that  the  Court  would  either  direct  an  issue,  or  order  a 
viva  voce  examination,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing 
Thomas  Harriott  before  the  Court,  who  refused  to  make 
any  affidavit  on  the  former  occasion. 

Mr.  Bacon,  contrct. 

Sir  John  Cross.  If  this  petition  had  stated  any  new 
fact,  or  if  any  thing  had  been  discovered  since  the  former 
hearing,— that  might  have  afforded  some  grounds  for  this 
application;  but  there  is  nothing  here  alleged,  which 
might  not  equally  have  been  alleged  at  the  former  hear- 
ing. There  was  no  application  then  made  to  adjourn 
the  hearing  of  the  petition;  and  the  respondent  now 
comes  back  to  this  Court,  and  petitions  that  the  Court 
will  reverse  what  it  has  done^  on  the  sole  ground  that 
he  is  now  furnished  with  an  affidavit  of  some  party, 
stating  that  the  deeds,  which  were  established  in  evi- 
dence on  the  former  hearing,  and  on  which  the  Order 
of  the  Court  was  founded,  are  fraudulent  and  void.     I 
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never  heard  of  such  an  application,  either  in  a  c 
law  or  equity,  or  in  this  Court.  The  petitia 
therefore  be 

Dismissed^  with  e 


Serjeanti*  Inn, 
Auguit  2. 

The  plaintiflT  in 
an  action  at  law 
obtains  a  judge's 
Order  for  pay- 
ment of  the  debt 
and  costs  on  a 
particular  day, 
m  default  of 
which  he  is  to  be 
at  liberty  to  sign 
judgment;  but 
the  defendant 
not  being  able  to 
pay  the  debt  at 
the  time  speci- 
fied, the  plaintiff 
extends  the  time 
of  payment,  be- 
fore tne  expira- 
tion of  which  the 
defendant  be- 
comes bankrupt, 
and  the  costs 
are  not  taxed 
until  after  his 
bankruptcy. 
Held,  that  the 
plaintiff  could 
prove  for  the 
amount  of  the 
taxed  costs,  as 
well  as  for  the 
principal  sum. 


Ex  parte  Josephus  Ferris. — In  the  matter  of  Tr 
Bourne. 

This  was  a  petition  of  the  public  o£Scer  of  the  W 
District  Banking  Company  for  the  proof  of  a 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  325L  3s.  8d^  and  for  3£ 
the  amount  of  the  taxed  costs  in  an  action  brought  1 
company  for  the  recovery  of  the  debt^  in  which  j 
they  obtained  the  following  judge's  Order  : 

*'  Upon  hearing  the  attornies  or  agents  for  the  pla 
and  the  defendant  in  person,  and  by  consent,  I  do  < 
that  upon  payment  of  325L  3s.  8d.,  the  debt  due 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  for  which  this  acti 
brought,  together  with  costs  to  be  taxed,  on  the  ( 
November  next,  all  further  proceedings  in  this  cau 
stayed.  And  I  further  order,  that  in  case  defav 
made  in  payment  as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  shall 
liberty  to  sign  final  judgment,  and  issue  executic 
the  whole  amount  remaining  unpaid  at  the  time  of 
default,  with  costs  of  judgment,  registering  the  ' 
and  execution,  sheriff's  poundage,  officer*s  fees,  ai 
other  incidental  expenses,  whether  by  fieri  fack 
capias  ad  satisfaciendum.     Dated  the  SOth  July.U 

JE.  H.  Aldermm 

The  bankrupt,  not  being  able  to  pay  the  debt  o; 
day  mentioned  in  the  judge's  Order,  requested  ft 
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time  until  the  20th  December  1841  for  that  purpose;        1842. 
in  consequence  of  which  application,  the  company  de-      £,  ^^ 
layed  to  sign  final  judgment  ^*'*"'*' 

On  the  18th  December  1841,  the  fiat  issued. 

After  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  the  costs  of  the  plaintiffii 
in  the  action  were  taxed  at  39Z.  6s, ;  and  on  the  S4th 
December  1841  the  plaintiff  signed  final  judgment  for 
the  debt  and  costs,  amounting  together  to  364/.  ds.  8d. 
This  sum  the  company  applied  to  prove  under  the  fiat ; 
but  the  Commissioners  thought  their  right  of  proof 
involved  in  so  much  uncertainty,  that  they  considered  it 
their  duty  to  refer  the  parties  to  the  Court  of  Review ; 
observing,  that  had  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  used  due 
diligence,  he  might  have  obtained  the  judgment  in  time. 
And  they  adjourned  the  declaration  of  a  dividend,  to 
allow  time  for  the  petitioner  to  obtain  the  Order  of  this 
Court. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  in  support  of  the  petition.  The  peti- 
tioner in  this  case  rests  his  right  of  proof  on  the  6 
Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  58.,  which  provides  that  "if  any 
plaintiff  in  any  action  at  law  or  suit  in  equity,  or  petition 
in  bankruptcy  or  lunacy,  shall  have  obtained  any  judg- 
ment, decree,  or  order  against  against  any  person  who 
shall  thereafter  become  bankrupt  for  any  debt  or  demand 
in  respect  of  which  such  plaintiff  or  petitioner  shall 
prove  under  the  commission,  such  plaintiff  or  petitioner 
shall  also  be  entitled  to  prove  for  the  costs  which  he 
shall  have  incurred  in  obtaining  the  same,  although  such 
costs  shall  not  have  been  taxed  at  the  time  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy." It  is  presumed  that  the  difficulty  of  the  Com- 
missioners related  to  the  right  to  prove  for  the  39/.  6s., 
the  amount  of  the  costs;  but  it  is  clear  from  this  section, 

Se2 
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1842.  that  the  costs  may  be  proved,  notwithstanding  tl 
Ex  parte  taxed  after  the  bankruptcy.  And  even  where  a 
was  obtained  subject  to  a  reference,  and  the  awai 
not  made  until  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  defem 
was  held  that  the  costs  were  proveable  under  th 
mission ;  Ex  parte  Helm  (a). 

Mr.  Kenyan  Parker.  The  question  is,  whethi 
Order  of  one  of  the  Barons  of  the  Court  of  Exchec 
equal  to  a  verdict  at  nisi  prius.  By  the  terms 
Order,  the  petitioner,  who  was  the  plaintiff  in  the  i 
was  to  be  at  liberty  to  sign  final  judgment,  and 
execution,  in  case  default  should  be  made  in  payoa 
the  debt  and  costs  on  the  6th  of  November  1841. 
the  petitioner,  instead  of  signing  judgment  (as  he 
have  done)  on  the  6th  of  November,  gave  time  t 
defendant ;  and  the  question  is,  whether,  as  he  bi 
used  due  diligence  in  obtaining  judgment  and  taxin 
costs  before  the  bankruptcy,  but  has  extended  the 
beyond  the  day  specified  in  the  judge's  Order,  h 
now  prove  for  the  costs.  There  is  also  another  < 
tion  to  the  right  of  proof— that  this  was  a  joint  deb 
not  a  separate  debt. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Cou 

Sir  John  Cross. — It  appears  to  me,  that  the  On 
the  judge  was  equivalent  in  this  case  to  a  verdict  a 
But  it  is  objected,  that  the  plaintiff  gave  time  to  th 
fendant  for  the  payment  of  the  money  beyond  thi 
specified  in  the  Order,  and  that  he  thus  by  his  ow 
prevented  the  costs  from  being  taxed  before  the  I 

(a)  1  Mont  &  M.  70. 
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ruptcy.    But  I  do  not  think,  that  that  circumstance  affects        1848. 
his  right  of  proof  for  the  costs.     I  n  Ex  parte  Poucher  (a)       ^    ^ 
the.  Vice-Chancellor  says, "  It  seems  to  me,  upon  autho-       Fbrbw. 
rity  as  well  as  upon  principle,  that  where,  in  an  action 
founded  upon  contract,  there  is  a  verdict  before  bank- 
ruptcy, and  judgment  afterwards,   there  the  costs,  de 
incremento,  are  proveable;  having,  in  effect,  been  incor- 
porated with  the  existing  debt  by  the  verdict,  though 
not  ascertained  in  amount  till  the  judgment."    Upon  the 
authority  of  that  case,  I  think  the  costs  may  here  be 
proved,  as  well  as  the  principal  debt. 

Ordered  as  prayed;  costs  of  the  assignees  to  come 
out  of  the  estate  (6). 

(o)  1G.&J.386. 

(6)  See  Hatwell  v.  Thorogood,  7  B.  &  C.  705.  where  Lord  Ttnterdtn  sa^s, 
"  The  rules  deducible  from  all  the  cases  are  laid  down  in  Mr.  Deacon^  Trta- 
(I'm  on  tht  Lata  of  Bankruptcy,  and  after  statiog  the  rules  applicable  to  cases, 
where  the  plaintiffs  have  obtained  verdicts*  and  the  defendants  have  become 
bankrupt  before  judgment,  he  says,  *  With  respect  to  costs  upon  a  judgment 
of  nonsuit,  the  statute  (6  Gio.  4.  c.  16)  is  wholly  silent,  making  no  provision 
whatever  for  the  proof  of  a  defendant's  costs,  whether  on  a  judgment  of  non« 
suit,  or  judgment  after  verdict.  It  was,  indeed,  formerly  determined,  that 
where  the  nonsuit  was  before  the  bankruptcy  of  the  plaintiff,  the  costs  might 
be  proved,  though  the  judgment  was  not  obuined  till  afterwards,  on  the 
ground  that  the  costs  related  back  to  the  nonsuit,  by  virtue  of  which  the  debt 
might  be  said  to  exist  before  the  bankruptcy.  But  this  position  is  to  be  found 
only  in  two  of  the  cases,  which  were  impugned  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Ex  yartt 
Hill,  11  Yes.  646,  and  which  were  ovenuled  in  Ex  parte  Charies,  14  East, 
197.  And  it  has  since  been  decided,  that  where  a  defendant  obtains  a  verdict, 
and  the  plaintiff  becomes  bankrupt  before  judgment  is  signed,  the  costs  can- 
not be  proved  under  the  commission,  on  the  principle  that  no  debt  arises  in 
such  case,  until  judgment  is  signed ;  Walker  v.  Barnes,  5  Taunt.  778.* 
That  is,  I  think,  a  correct  statement  of  the  decisions  upon  the  subject.*' 
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Ex  zixrti  Tbchlms  Brsfi&T-  H'tttt^w  Jobs  Ci 
Brs-fiC'iE.  iiii  Wnij*  Ai-i^tsos  Bi3f90S.— 
irgry?  of  D±3r3n  Wii>i  AciLAJtAif,  Wruij 

m'm'^li^-^.  This  ra  &  pctmon  far  tfe  proof  «tf  a  drbc,  «U 
€*»  B'  I  «u,  «™j  ««  »d™ned  a  &  famed  dr^ree  br  tfe  G 

p>au  cupiitied  *  * 

iardft  WortxA  screriJ  ih:pi  ctJied  tbe  WUli£Bm  Jfomew  mud  tbe  7 
c.utgjoutima^.  mod  WilHam  G^ce* «:»  die  rrgincred  ovner  of  iIn 

rcpc     HcuL, 

ihMx  tbe  pec^      eight  sdxrr-f^imli  shuies.  and  ws  also  the  bhi 

uBfrneiCinst  owDCT.     In  iLe  jeiTS  1S40  and  1S4],   Grant,  as 

^^,,3^1^,^   iDaziagiog   ovner,  and  on  behalf  of  himsdf  ao 

iSamt  oLie    ^^^**^  owners,  oootracled  with  the  pctilkitieasy  who 

tL^jH^*     sailmakers,  for  tbe  supply  of  sails  and  caoTass  fi 

purpose  of  fitdog  oot  the  ships  on  a  voyage  ti 

East  Indies;  which  were  aooordingly  supplied  b 

petitioners  to  tbe  amount  of  SSOL     For  this  sui 

petitioners  tendered  a  proof  against  the  joint  estate 

the  Commissioners  only  adnutted  it,  for  the  purp( 

enabling  them  to  vote  in  the  choice  of  assignees,  a 

exercise  their  discretion  as  to  sigiung  the  oeitifia 

tbe  bankrupts ;  assigning  as  a  reason  for  exdodinj 

petitioners  from  any  dividend  on  such  proof,  that  ( 

was  liable  jointly  with  tbe  bankmpCs,  and  that  as  h 

solvent,  no  proof  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  a  divi 

could  be  made  by  the  petitioners  against  the  banb 

The  petition  alleged,  that  the  bankrupts  were  not 

nected  with  Green  in  any  trade  or  business,  than  as 

respectively  part  owners  of  these  ships. 
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The  prayer  was,  that  the  Commissioners  might  be        ^^•^^* 
durected  to  receive  the  proof  against  the  joint  estate,  as       ^^  ^^ 
one  in  respect  of  which  dividends  were  to  be  paid  to  the     a^*^ere. 
petitioners ;  and  that  the  limitation  of  the  eflfect  of  the 
proof,  which  was  indorsed  thereon,  might  be  cancelled. 

Another  point  was  raised  by  the  assignees  in  an  affi- 
davit, filed  by  them  in  opposition  to  the  petition,  namely, 
that  the  ships  which  had  been  sent  out  on  a  venture, 
were  earning  freight,  which  was  claimed  by  Cfreen,  in 
discharge  of  the  liabilities  he  had  contracted  on  the 
outlay  of  the  ships. 

Mr.  Wood,  in  support  of  the  petition.  The  bankrupts 
and  Green,  though  part  owners  of  the  ships,  are  not  to 
be  considered  as  partners.  And  with  respect  to  the 
freight,  if  any  such  were  earned  by  either  of  the  ships, 
it  cannot  be  said  that  that  is  joint  estate.  [Sir  John 
Cross.  The  freight  is  no  more  joint  estate,  than  the 
ships  were.]  In  Ex  parte  Young  (a).  Lord  Eldon,  after 
mature  deliberation,  overruled  the  decision  of  Lord 
Hardioiche  in  Doddington  v.  Hallett  {b),  and  lays  down 
the  rule,  that  a  ship  is  not  to  be  treated  as  joint  pro- 
perty, and  therefore  liot  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  ship- 
owners; in  short,  that  it  was  not  joint  estate  distributable 
amongst  joint  creditors.  No  doubt,  the  law  implies  a 
joint  liability  of  the  owners  of  a  ship  to  a  party  who 
supplies  goods  for  the  ship's  use.  But  joint  contractors 
are  very  different  from  partners ;  and  the  rule^  that  proof 
cannot  be  made  on  a  joint  debt,  if  there  is  a  solvent 
partner,  only  applies  to  actual  partnership;  Ex  parte 
Crosjield  (c).  Ex  parte  Bauerman  (d),  Ex  parte  JBuckr 

(a)  2  Ves.  &  B.  242.  (e)  2  Mont.  &  A.  543 ;  1  Deac.  405; 

(6)  1  Ves.  497.  (d)  Mont.  &  Cb.  569 }  3  Deac.  476. 
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a  ^     in  die 
flons^  v4Ere  wrmg  3i 
aoc  prsve  againsc  die  ctttte  of 
GraoL  die  ocher  eiKeiHicnctiory  w; 


the  Con 
thepetitioiieni 

^^       1  ■!■■■■    !■         IftAi 

le    DBBBKniOCSs  DO 

sokvnt;  fijrilisi 


due  diese  parties  bemg  joinc  ovners  of  a  ship,  were  m 
joint  eofuracxaci,  and  not  pertaen.  The  Commissk 
faanre  adoiiaeii  the  feaaamen  to  proTe,  uiider  the  < 
Kctioa  oc'  die  6  Geo.  4.  c  I6l,  nereij  tar  the  pm 
of  vodng  in  die  ciioke  of  assgnees,  and  assendDg  t 
fiHentuig  firofB  die  cenificate;  boi  the  pedtionen 
po£ate  diat  proof. 

Mr.  Amderdom^  for  die  assignees.  The  point  in 
case  is  entirely  new.  I  contend,  that  there  is  outstani 
joint  property,  and  cannot  agree  to  the  proposition  ui 
on  behalf  of  the  petidoners,  that,  because  the  ships 
not  joint  property,  the  freight  therefore  is  not  so. 
all  actions  for  the  recovery  of  freight,  the  action  mus 
brought  in  the  names  of  all  the  ship  owners.  ' 
cases  cited  have  no  application,  for  the  6Snd  sec 
puts  the  petitioners  out  of  Court.  The  parties  ¥ 
liable  respectively  as  joint  owners,  not  in  partners' 
but  as  against  each  member  of  the  bankrupt  firm  i 
part  owner.  If,  therefore,  any  right  of  proof  can 
founded  on  the  proposition  urged  by  the  other  sid 
must  be  against  the  bankrupts,  in  the  character 
separate  owners,  and  cannot  stand  as  a  proof  aga 
the  joint  firm  of  the  three.  But  a  separate  creditor  i 
not  come  in  competition  with  the  joint  creditors,  nor 
a  joint  creditor,  while  there  is  one  sixpence  of  j 
property  to  be  administered,  prove  against  the  sepa 
estate. 

(a)  1  Mont.  Deac.  U  D.  236. 
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Mr.  Wood,  in  reply.  1842. 

^-•^.^^ 

£x  parte 

Sir  John  Cross.    This  is  a  case  of  joint  contract  by       Benson 


four  persons ;  and  the  petitioners  ask  to  prove,  against 
the  joint  estate  of  three  of  the  four  joint  contractors,  for 
the  amount  of  the  debt  contracted  by  the  four.  This 
certainly  cannot  be  done.  The  petition  must  therefore 
be  dismissed,  with  costs. 

Petition  dismissed,  with  costs. 


and  others. 


Ex  parte  T.  D.  Taylor. — In  the  matter  of  Thomas  ruptcy, 

Basinghall 

Morgan. street, 

79th  October. 

3  HE  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  a  joint  creditor  ^-and  B.  dis- 
solve Iheir  parU 
of  the  bankrupt  and  his  late  copartner,  who  had  proved  nership,  when 

B.  assigos  all 

bis  debt  against  the  separate  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  was  the  joint  pro- 
entitled  to  receive  dividends  on  his  proof.  The  point  among  which 
had  been  argued  before  one  of  the  learned  Commissioners  to  the  6rra,  to 
of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  who  now  delivered  the  6ol"™but"no° 
following  judgment:  "."i^^'f^^*,, 

given  to  the 
debtors.     A, 

Mr.  Commissioner  Evans.     In  this  case,  the  bank-  f^d  B.  severally 

become  bank- 
rupt and  his  brother  had  been  in  partnership  together,  rupt.    Held, 

that  a  joint  crc- 

They  dissolved  partnership  on  the  30th  September  1841,  ditor,  who  had 

proved  under 

and  it  was  regularly  gazetted.     All  the  partnership  pro-  the  separate  fiat 
perty  was  assigned  to  the  bankrupt,  who  covenanted  to  entitled  to're-*^ 
discharge  all  the  debts  due  by  the  partnership.   Amongst  on  Ws  proof!  ' 
the  other  assets  of  the  partnership,  there  were  debts  due 
to  the  firm ;  no  notice  of  such  assignment  was  given  to 
the  debtors;  the  value  of  such  debts  is  about  50/.;  both 
partners  have  become  bankrupt;  this  bankrupt  in  April 


Taylor. 
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1842.  1842,  and  the  other  in  May  184^.  The  creditor,  wbc 
Kx  parto  seeks  to  receive  a  dividend  on  bis  proofs  was  a  creditoi 
of  the  two;  and  he  claims,  on  the  allegation  that  there  ii 
no  joint  property  or  solvent  partner.  His  demand  to 
receive  dividends  is  resisted,  on  the  ground  that  the 
debts  already  mentioned  constituted  joint  property,  no 
notice  of  the  assignment  having  been  given  to  the  debtois. 
The  partnership  having  been  dissolved  before  the  bank- 
ruptcy, the  6Snd  section  of  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  does  not 
apply,  according  to  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Morris  {a)^ 
which  appears  to  me  correctly  decided.  The  rule  esta- 
blished by  a  variety  of  cases  is,  that  a  joint  creditor 
cannot  prove  on  the  separate  estate  of  one  of  his  debtors 
for  tlie  purpose  of  receiving  dividends,  unless  there  was 
no  joint  property  or  solvent  partner,  in  which  case  the 
joint  creditor  might  prove  and  receive  dividends.  This 
exception  appears  to  me  to  be  framed  to  meet  such  cases 
as  the  present^  where,  by  dissolution  of  the  partnership 
and  assignment  of  the  partnership  property,  the  joint 
creditors  are  deprived  of  that  fund,  which  they  them- 
selves had  helped  to  form,  and  to  which  they  looked  for 
payment.  Were  it  not  for  the  question  of  the  debts 
assigned,  the  right  to  receive  dividends  appears  clear. 
For  what  could  be  more  unjust,  than  that  the  separate 
creditors  under  this  estate  should  possess  themselves  of 
all  the  property  of  the  joint  creditors,  and  that  the  joint 
creditors  should  not  in  any  way  participate  in  it? 

The  whole  question  therefore  is,  whether  these  dd)t8 
can  be  considered  joint  property.  If  the  assignment  was 
made  bonafide^  and  that  is  not  questioned,  the  partner- 
ship property  became  the  separate  property  of  the  bank- 

(a)  lMonu208. 


Taylor. 
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rufti  Ex  parte  Buffinia),  Ex  parte  WUHamsib).  Had  1842. 
both  the  partners  remained  solvent,  whose  property  £x  parte 
would  they  be  but  the  bankrupt's  ?  It  is  true,  that,  if  a 
joint  fiat  were  taken  out  against  both  the  partners,  these 
debts  would  pass,  as  being  in  the  use,  order,  and  dispo- 
sition of  the  two ;  but  that  would  not  make  them  the 
joint  property  of  the  two.  The  debtors,  whose  debts 
were  assigned,  could  not  now  dispute  successfully  pay- 
ing their  debts  to  the  assignees  of  this  bankrupt.  In 
equity,  the  consent  of  the  debtors  is  not  necessary,  to 
make  the  assignment  of  the  debt  valid.  Even  if  these 
debts  could  be  considered  joint  property,  or  quasi  joint 
property,  the  next  question  is,  whether  it  is  such  pro- 
perty as  ought  to  defeat  the  joint  creditors'  claim.  In 
the  case  of  Ex  parte  Peake(c)y  Lord  JSldon  says,  "  If, 
in  point  of  fact,  there  is  joint  property,  whether  to  the 
amount  of  5L  or  6«.,  it  is  an  answer  to  this  application. 
Convenience  requires  that  the  established  practice  of  the 
Court  should  be  understood  and  adhered  to.  If  the 
property  alleged  to  exist  in  this  instance  be  of  such  a 
nature,  and  in  such  a  situation,  that  any  attempt  to 
bring  it  within  the  reach  of  the  joint  creditors  must  be 
deemed  as  desperate,  or  in  point  of  expense  an  unwar- 
rantable attempt,  that  would  authorise  a  departure  from 
the  rule;  in  truth,  there  would  then  be  no  joint  property." 
To  the  same  effect  is  JEx  parte  Birley  {d). 

In  Ex  parte  Hill{e)f  Lord  Eldon  says,  ''joint  effects 
means  such  as  are  under  the  administration  of  assignees 
to  administer ;  not,  as  in  this  case,  where  the  only  joint 
effects  are  those  pledged  to  the  petitioner."     In  this 

(a)  6  Yes.  1 19.  (d  )  2  Mont.  Dea.  &  D.  354. 

(6)  11  Yes.  3.  (e)  2  New  Rq[».  191,  note  (a), 

(c)  2  Rost,  64. 
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1843.  case,  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that,  if  a  joint  fiat  wer 
£x  ptrte  ^"^>  ^^^  creditors  could  never  receive  one  farthing 
TiYLOH.  YoT  these  reasons,  I  should  decide,  that  tin 

creditors  in  this  case  ought  to  be  admitted  to  re 
dividend  on  this  separate  estate ;  but  the  case 
parte  Leaf  (a)  is  a  decision  expressly  in  point,  am 
trary  to  the  decision  I  should  otherwise  feel 
called  upon  to  make ;  and  were  that  case  uncontrai 
I  should,  after  having  expressed  my  dissent,  hsf 
withstanding  refused  the  application,  in  deference  t 
authority.  But  in  a  case  of  Ex  parte  Ol(ucott{b\ 
is  reported  in  the  Jurist,  and  which  report  I  have 
tained  to  be  correct,  the  Court  of  Review  is  repor 
having  decided  that  debts,  similarly  circumstam 
the  present,  are  not  the  joint  property  of  the  oi 
partners ;  at  least,  that  is  the  conclusion  I  draw  ft 
as  the  petition  states,  '^  that  under  any  circumstai 
is  submitted,  that  even  should  it  be  decided  that 
petitioners,  the  said  Mary  GUucott,  Gtorge  Mi 
Glascott,  and  Thomas  Glascottj  are  not  entitled  i 
proceeds  of  the  stock,  yet  they  are  nevertheles 
titled  to  the  book  debts  of  and  belonging  to  the 
joint  estate  of  the  said  bankrupts,  unless  it  ca 
shown,  that  the  debtors  from  whom  the  said  book 
are  owing  had  notice  of  the  assignment  ;'*  and  the 
tion  was  wholly  dismissed.  As  it  appears  to  me,  thi 
Court  is  correct  in  its  last  decision,  I  think  I  an 
infringing  the  rule  I  have  laid  down  as  to  inter! 
with  the  decisions  of  the  superior  Courts,  by  alh 
the  creditors  in  the  present  case  to  receive  dividenc 
I  should  be  very  sorry  to  have  it  supposed  I  hav 

(a)  1  Deac.  176. 

(6)  See  £r  jwrfe  Gumey,  r§  QUueoU,  anU,  p.  541. 
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doubt^  that  in  case  such  joint  fiat  had  issued^  these  debts  1842. 
would  not  pass,  as  being  in  the  use,  order,  and  disposi-  p^^"^^ 
tion  of  the  two,  or  that  any  other  evidence  would  be  Taylor. 
necessary  than  that  of  the  debtors.  The  debtors  be- 
lieved, that  the  debts  due  by  them  continued  the  pro- 
perty of  the  two.  And  what  would  have  been  the  result 
of  a  notice  of  assignment  being  given  to  the  debtors  ? 
The  necessary  result  would  have  been,  that  these  debtors 
would  have  immediately  known  that  the  assignor  was  in 
difficulties,  and  would  have  communicated  that  opinion 
to  all  persons  who  asked  their  opinion.  So,  in  the  case 
of  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life  of  a  person,  if  such 
person  assign  it,  and  do  not  give  notice  to  the  office,  the 
directors  or  clerks  believe  him  to  be  the  owner,  and 
would  state  such  to  be  the  fact  to  any  persons  inquiring 
as  to  his  circumstances;  but  if  notice  of  such  assignment 
were  given,  the  result  would  necessarily  be,  that  the 
directors  or  clerks  would  consider  him  a  man  in  difficulty, 
and  would  so  represent  him  to  any  person  making  in- 
quiries as  to  his  circumstances. 

Nothing  in  my  judgment  can  be  more  fatal  to  the 
morality  and  prosperity  of  the  trading  community,  than 
the  encouragement  of  secret  assignments  of  property  or 
fraudulent  preferences. 
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Ex  parte  Brown.— In  the  matter  of  Jambs 

ir^uminuer.  PuTTOCK. 

November  3.      _^ 

Where  a  Com-  iHIS  was  a  petition  of  the  creditor  who  had  sued  out 
fus^^tTad^udi-  the  (iat^  praying  that  the  Court  would  declare  that  the 
rujrtcy,\ecause  evidence  taken  before  the  Commissioner  was  sufficient  to 
fied^'^rthe^**'  enable  him  to  declare  the  party  a  bankrupt,  or  that  the 
tradfo^TwhiJh*  Court  would  direct  the  fiat  to  be  referred  to  some  other 
appearfiiiothe  Commissioner.    The  fiat  issued  on  the  a6th  of  June, 

Court  to  be 

sufficient ;  it      describing  the  bankrupt  as  *'  of  Epsom,  in  the  county  of 

was  recom-  o  .  * 

mended  that  the  Surrey,  Scrivener,  Gas-man,  Dealer  and  Chapman.*'    It 

matter  should 

be  submitted  to  appeared  that  the  bankrupt  held  ten  shares  in  "  the  Epsom 

the  decision  of  ,    »^       ,,    ^        ^  »      i  •  «  ■«•««. 

a  Sub-Division   and  Ewcll  Gas  Company ;     which  was  established  m 
slmbu,  that    June  1839,  for  the  purpose  of  lighting  those  places  with 
gas™ompanyis*  6*^.    The  Company  was  not  incorporated  by  charterer 
^  ^^  ^^'  act  of  parliament,  but  was  formed  by  a  joint  stock  deed 

of  copartnership,  and  consisted  of  certain  holders  of  three 
hundred  shares  at  10/.  each,  who  with  the  bankrupt 
signed  the  partnership  deed.  There  was  no  dispute 
as  to  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  or  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, which  were  clearly  established ;  the  only  ques- 
tion being  in  regard  to  the  trading.  It  was  proved 
by  the  secretary  of  the  company,  that  the  business 
commenced  in  1840,  and  consisted  in  buying  large 
quantities  of  coal,  from  which  they  extracted  gas,  and 
contracted  with  the  inhabitants  of  Epsom  and  Ewell  for 
the  supply  of  gas,  from  which  the  company  derived  an 
annual  profit.  It  was  also  sworn  by  another  witness, 
who  was  well  acquainted  with  the  dealings  of  the  com- 
pany, that,  besides  the  gas,  they  manufactured  tar  and 
coke,  which  they  sold  to  various  customers,  and  that  they 
also  bought  lamps  and  gas-meters,  which  they  let  out  to 
hire.      The  Commissioner  thought  that  this  was  not 


£x  parte 
Bbown. 
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satisfactory  evidence  of  the  tradings  and  refused  to  adju-        1842. 
dicate. 

Mr.  Bacon,  in  support  of  the  petition.  The  Commis- 
sioner's refusal  to  declare  the  party  a  bankrupt  has  left 
the  petitioner  no  alternative,  but  to  come  to  this  Court ; 
not  asking  an  adjudication,  but  a  reference  to  another 
functionary  to  adjudicate  on  the  trading;  the  evidence  of 
vi^hich,  it  is  submitted,  is  quite  sufficient. 

Sir  John  Cross.  This  is  the  first  case  of  the  kind, 
that  has  occurred  since  the  establishment  of  this  Court. 
I  do  not  give  any  opinion  at  present  on  the  case ;  but  if 
the  Commissioner  was  wrong,  the  petitioner  had  certainly 
no  remedy  but  to  come  to  this  Court ;  for  the  refusal  to 
adjudicate  would  amount  to  a  denial  of  justice,  if  this 
Court  could  not  interfere.  Mr.  Barber  informs  me,  that 
two  or  three  cases  of  this  kind  have  occurred  before  Lord 
EJdony  who,  though  he  feared  to  encourage  other  appli- 
cations of  a  similar  nature,  nevertheless  gave  relief,  by 
directing  the  commission  to  another  list  of  Commissioners. 
Here,  without  deciding  whether  the  party  was  a  trader, 
or  not,  there  is  clearly  a  case  deserving  consideration. 
I  should  recommend  that  the  matter  should,  in  the  first 
instance,  be  submitted  to  the  Sub-division  Court;  and  the 
learned  Commissioner,  will  probably,  on  its  being  men- 
tioned to  him,  make  such  an  arrangement.  If  requisite, 
the  matter  may  be  mentioned  again. 
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1842. 
Westminstti;  I"  ^^®  matter  of  Benjamin  Waterhouse. 

Nov.  3,    * 

Certificate         IVlR.  Bacon  applied  to  the  Court  for   an  Order,  that 

ftiloweo  where 

the  bankrupt      the  bankrupt's  certificate  might  be  allowed,  without  the 
the  production"   production  of  the  usual  affidavit  of  conformity^  required 
of  rthV,!d^paily   from  the  bankrupt-     The  fiat  issued  in  April  1836;  and 
lul^onhe  ere.  **  ^^^  sworn,  that  the  bankrupt  had  been  for  several 
diofi  ^«J«.P^-  years  absent  from  this  country,  and  was  at  present  en- 
gaged in  a  merchant  vessel  on  the  coast  of  China.     The 
certificate  is  dated  on  the  ^th  October  last.     In  Ex 
parte  May  {a),  where  the  bankrupt  was,  by  reason  of 
lunacy,  incompetent  to  make  the  usual  affidavit  of  his 
certificate  being  obtained  without  fraud,  it  was  allowed 
to  be  made  by  some  other  person.     In  the  present  case, 
a  solicitor,  employed  by  a  relative  of  the  bankrupt's,  has 
made  an  affidavit,  that  the  signatures  of  the  several  cre- 
ditors, who  have  signed  the  cerdficate,  were  obtained 
fairly  and  without  fraud. 

Sir  John  Cross.  I  think  that  will  do ;  and  that,  on 
the  production  of  this  affidavit  at  the  office,  the  certifi- 
cate may  be  allowed. 

(a)  AnUt  381. 
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1842. 

Ex  parte  Samuel  Henry  Thompson,  Thomas  Steuart 
GladstonEi  Murray  Gladstone,  Millicent  Anne 
HiNDE,  Robert  Gladstone  and  Frances  Georoina 
Gladstone  his  Wife,  and  Charlotte  Augusta 
HiNDE. — In  the  matter  of  Robert  Derham,  Walter  ^  J'^*'*' 

Sir  Gtorge  Rose, 

Alan  Hinde,  and  James  Derham.  Dee.28,  I84i, 

and 
Jan.  17, 1842. 

XHIS  was  a  petition  for  leave  to  enter  a  claim  for  By  a  partner- 
ship deed  a 
54,000/.  against  the  joint  and  separate  estates,  and  a  parioer  entitled 

1     •  n        ar\f\r\i  •        .        i  n  >,  tO  onC-foUflh   of 

claim  for  3000/.  against  the  separate  estates  of  two  of  the  capital  and 
the  bankrupts,  and  for  an  order  to  stay  the  dividend  toVrnish^moi* 
until  the  hearing  of  a  cause  in  which   the  petitioners  {tn°oMh^e'c^/' 
sought  to  establish  a  lien  upon  part  of  the  estate  of  the  f/^SeiLg^^^^^^^ 
bankrupts.  Ihouid\?hir 

In  June  1829,  William  Hinde,  since  deceased,  entered  death  be  je- 

'  cured  to  his 

into  partnership  with  the  bankrupts,  for  the  purpose  of  representaiives 

by  a  mortgage 
carrying  on  the  business  of  worsted-spinners,  he  having  on  the  partner- 

/•  .  .        1  .    1  ..11  "^'P  property, 

for  some  time  previously  carried  on  a  similar  trade  in  he  having  power 
partnership  with   other  persons.     At  the  time  of  his  will  one  or 

1*         .1111  1  more  of  his  sons 

entering  into  partnership  with  the  bankrupts,  he  was  to  succeed  to 

entitled  to  certain  freehold  and  leasehold  estates,  mills,  y *  hts  wii/he' 

warehouses  and  machinery  which  were  used  for  the  pur-  tF.^l^?'**^!!^**^ 

•^  ^         Ills  sons  to  sue* 

pose  of  carrying  on  the  business  both  by  the  former  ^^^^^ij*^** 
and  the  new  partnership.  ^^\^^  h  |f»« 

*  widow  and  one 

of  his  partners, 
whom  he  appoints  his  executrix  and  executor,  but  directs,  tliati  daring  the  minority  of  the 
sons,  and  after  providing  for  their  maintenance,  the  surplus  profits  of  his  share  should  fall 
into  his  residuary  estate.  At  his  death,  the  sons  being  minors,  the  business  is  carried  on  as 
before,  the  testator's  representatives  taking  his  place,  but  not  taking  or  calling  for  any  security 
for  the  debt  due  to  his  estate  in  respeci  of  the  excess  of  capital  advanced  by  him.  On  the 
widow  dying,  and  the  surviving  partners  becoming  bankrupt,  Held : 

1.  That  there  could  be  no  right  of  proof  on  behalf  of  the  testator's  estate  against  the  joint 
estate  of  the  surviving  partners,  in  respect  of  this  debt. 

2.  I1iat,  even  if  there  could,  those  interested  in  the  testator's  estate  were  not  entitled  to 
have  the  dividends  slaved,  or  a  fund  reserved,  till  the  hearing  of  a  cause  which  was  to  decide 
upon  their  right  to  a  lien  on  the  partnership  property,  in  respect  of  this  debt ;  the  legal  right 
of  the  general  body  of  creditors  to  a  dividend  never  being  delayed  at  the  instance  of  a 
creditor  claiming  a  preference,  except  in  c!car  cases,  or  where  his  equity  is  manifestly  pre- 
ponderant. 

VOL.  II.  3  F 
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1842.  Articles  of  partnership  were  accordingly  executed  to 

Ex  parte      *^®  following  effect : 

and*oihn[  First,  it  was  provided,  that  the  partnership  should 

continue  till  June  14th  1845,  and  that  the  freeholds  and 
leaseholds,  mills,  warehouses  and  machinery  should  be 
considered  as  divided  into  twenty  equal  parts,  and  as 
belonging  to  the  partners  in  the  following  proportions, 
namely,  -^ths  to  William  Hinde,  -^^ths  to  Robert  Der- 
hamy  -^^ths  to  Walter  Alan  Hinder  and  -^ths  to  James 
Derham. 

The  fourth  clause  provided,  that  Wiltiam  Hinde  should 
from  time  to  time,  in  addition  to  the  sum  or  sums  to  be 
advanced  by  the  other  partners,  advance  such  further 
sum  as  might  be  necessary  for  carrying  on  the  trade. 

The  fifth  clause  provided,  that  the  other  partners 
should  from  time  to  time  advance  such  sum  as  they 
should  respectively  find  it  convenient  to  do. 

The  sixth  clause  permitted  William  Hinde  to  with- 
draw capital  in  proportion  to  the  advances  made  by  the 
other  partners,  and  that  in  the  mean  time  the  sum  of 
61,846/.  10^.,  being  the  value  of  the  real  and  personal 
estate,  stock  in  trade  and  effects,  should  be  considered 
as  the  capital  of  William  Hinde. 

The  tenth  and  eleventh  clauses  gave  each  partner 
5/.  per  cent,  per  annum  on  his  capital,  and,  in  addition 
thereto,  certain  fixed  annual  sums  for  his  personal 
services ;  the  latter  sums  to  be  paid,  without  regard  to 
the  amount  of  the  profits  or  loss  of  the  joint  trade,  or 
even  if  there  should  not  be  any  such  profits.  Subject 
to  these  payments,  the  profits  were  to  be  divided  into 
twenty  equal  parts,  eleven  of  which  were  to  belong  to 
William  Hinde,  three  to  Walter  Alan  Hinde,  three  to 


ftnd  othon. 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY.  768 

James  Derham,  and  the  remaining  three  to  Robert       ^^^^* 

Derham.  «, 

£x  ptrta 

By  the  thirteenth  clause  it  was  provided,  that  any  one     ^**)JJJ|^ 
or  more  of  the  partners  might,  with  the  consent  of  the 
others  of  them,  advance  to  the  joint  trade  any  further 
sum  of  money,  which  was  to  be  a  charge  on  the  capital 
stock  and  profits  of  the  partnership,  and  to  bear  interest 

The  twenty-fifth  clause  provided,  that,  in  case  of  the 
death  of  any  of  the  parties  before  the  expiration  of  the 
term  limited  for  the  duration  of  the  partnership,  the  sur- 
viving partner  should,  from  time  to  time  during  the  re- 
sidue of  the  term,  pay  to  the  widow  or  children  of  the 
deceased  partner,  as  he  by  his  will  should  direct,  for  the 
benefit  of  his  widow  and  children,  a  certain  annual  sum, 
such  sum,  in  the  event  of  the  decease  of  William  Hinde, 
being  the  annual  sum  of  400Z. 

The  twenty-sixth  clause  provided,  that,  if  William 
Hinde  died  before  the  expiration  of  the  partnership, 
leaving  a  son  or  sons,  he  should  be  at  liberty  to  nomi- 
nate or  appoint  such  son  or  sons  to  succeed  him  to  ^^th 
parts  of  the  joint  trade,  and  the  capital  and  future  gains 
and  profits  thereof;  but  neither  his  sons,  nor  his  repre- 
sentatives, were  to  be  at  liberty  to  interfere  in  the  ma- 
nagement of  the  affairs  of  the  partnership ;  and  one- 
fourth  of  the  profits  was  to  belong,  in  that  case,  to  such 
son  or  sons ;  and  the  other  three-fourth  parts  to  Walter 
Alan  Hinde,  James  Derham,  and  Robert  Derham. 

The  twenty-eighth  clause  provided,  that,  in  case  of 
the  decease  of  William  Hinde  before  the  expiration  of 
the  partnership,  the  surviving  partners,  if  two  or  more 
of  them  should  be  then  living,  should  take  and  purchase 
the  share  and  interest  of  William  Hinde  in  the  freehold 
and  leasehold  estates  belonging  to  the  partnership,  and 
3f2  i»^ 
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1843.  the  machinery,  utensils,  stock  in  trade,  debts  and  effects 
gP^  thereof,  not  disposed  of  to  any  of  his  children,  at  such 
'^'■^MMOM  gum  Q|.  sums  of  money  as  the  same  were  or  appeared  to 
have  been  valued  at  the  time  of  the  last  annual  valu- 
ation thereof;  and  such  surviving  partners  should,  within 
one  month  next  after  such  decease,  or  as  soon  after- 
wards as  circumstances  would  permit,  execute  to  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  IVilliam  Hinde  a  good 
and  sufficient  mortgage  or  mortgages  of  the  freehold 
and  leasehold  estates  of  the  partnership,  subject  to  any 
existing  incumbrances,  and  also  the  joint  and  several 
bond  of  the  surviving  or  continuing  partners,  for  securing 
to  the  executors  of  William  Hinde  his  share  of  the  part- 
nership estates,  stock  and  effects,  with  interest  at  5/.  per 
cent,  per  annum,  in  addition  to  the  annual  sum  payable 
to  his  widow,  in  manner  following,  viz.  1500/.  at  the 
end  of  each  succeeding  year,  with  interest;  provided 
that  no  yearly  payment  of  the  said  capital  of  William 
Hinde  should  be  made,  or  become  payable,  to  his  exe- 
cutors or  administrators,  until  the  year  1835  ;  and  that, 
if  there  should  not  be  two  of  the  partners  living  at  his 
decease,  the  partnership  should  be  dissolved,  as  if  it  had 
expired  by  effluxion  of  time. 

The  thirty-first  clause  provided,  that,  upon  the  giving 
and  executing  of  such  mortgage  and  bonds  as  aforesaid, 
the  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators  of  the  deceased 
partner  should  convey,  assign,  and  assure  the  part  or 
share,  and  all  the  estate,  right,  title  and  interest  of  such 
deceased  partner  of  and  in  the  freehold  and  leasehold 
estates,  machinery,  stock,  debts  and  effects,  and  the 
profits  and  gains  of  the  then  current  year  in  which  such 
partner  died,  unto  the  surviving  partners,  their  or  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  or  as  they  should 
direct  and  appoint. 
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Upon  the  execution   of  these  articles,  the  freehold        lSi2. 
estates  were  conveyed  by  Wm.  Hinde,  so  as  to  become       |^  ^^ 
vested,  as  to  ^ths  in  himself,  and  as  to  the  other  ^^ths  in     J^^^l^ 
his  partners  equally.     By  a  memorandum  dated  Feb.  7, 
1832,  and  signed  by  the  partners,  some  alterations  were 
made  in  the  articles ;  and,  among  others,  it  was  provided 
that  William  Hinders  share  should  be  ^^ths,  Robert 
DerhanCs  -/^ths,  James  Derham^s  -j^ths,  and  Walter  Alan 
Hinde's  -^ths.     And  it  was  agreed  that  William  Hinde's 
capital  was  not  to  be  commenced  paying  out  until  six 

years  after  his  death,  but  if  a  sum  from  £ {a)  to  £5000 

should  be  required  before,  the  concern  were  to  use  their 
best  endeavours  to  pay  out  the  same.  Upon  the  execu- 
tion of  this  memorandum,  corresponding  conveyances 
were  made  of  the  freehold  estates  of  the  concern. 

The  partnership  was  carried  on,  in  conformity  with 
these  articles,  till  the  death  of  William  Hinde,  who  by 
his  will,  referring  to  the  power  given  him  by  the  articles 
to  dispose  of  -/^ths  of  the  profits  of  the  concern,  declared 
it  to  be  his  desire,  that  the  business  might  be  conducted 
and  carried  on  by  his  surviving  partners  in  such  manner 
as  would  be  most  conducive  to  the  interests  of  them- 
selves and  families,  as  well  as  to  the  interest  and  advan- 
tage of  the  testator's  own  family ;  and  he  directed  that 
the  share  and  interest  reserved  for  his  sons  might  be 
divided  or  appropriated  to  and  for  the  use  of  the  whole, 
or  any  two  or  one  of  his  sons,  in  such  shares  and  pro- 
portions, and  at  such  time  or  times,  and  in  such  manner 
and  subject  to  such  alteration  and  restriction  from 
time  to  time  during  the  remainder  of  the  term,  as  the 
testator's  wife  and  James  Derham,  and  the  survivor  of 
them,  might  think  expedient  and  proper,  and  as  circum* 

(a)  This  was  lefl  in  blank. 
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stances  and  the  conduct  of  the  testator's  sons,  or  i 
thenii  should  warrant  The  testator  howererdec 
his  then  present  intentions  to  be,  that,  if  his  son  Ti 
Foster  Hinde  should  live  and  conduct  himself  pro 
in  business,  he  should  have  the  whole  of  the  said 
twentieth  shares  on  attaining  twenty-one,  being  chi 
with  interest  for  the  capital  belonging  to  the  testi 
estate ;  and  that  no  more  of  the  profits  were  to  be  pa 
the  use  of  the  testator's  sons  during  their  minorities 
should  be  necessary  for  their  maintenance  and  educa 
but  that  the  residue  thereof,  if  any,  should  accumi 
and  form  part  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  e 
and  effects ;  and,  on  the  expiration  of  the  copartnen 
or  upon  any  renewal  or  alteration  thereof,  the  tesi 
desired  that  some  one  or  more  of  his  sons,  if  then  lit 
might  be  admitted  to  a  share  or  shares  of  the  said  I 
ness  upon  fair  and  equitable  terms.  And  the  test 
appointed  Ann  Hinder  William  Lambe,  Jameg  Deri 
and  Robert  Derham  executors  and  trustees  of  his  w 
William  Hinde  died  January  14th,  1834,  and  the 
was  proved  by  Ann  Hinde,  his  widow,  and  James  1 
ham,  alone.  The  children  of  William  Hinde^  who 
vived  him,  were  all  infants  at  the  time  of  his  de 
except  Millicent  Ann  Hinde  and  William  Bud 
Hinde,  the  latter  of  whom  died  a  few  months  after 
father.  No  mortgage  or  bond  was  given  by  the  sui 
ing  partners  to  the  representatives  of  WiUiam  Hi 
for  the  amount  of  his  share  and  interest  in  the  part 
ship  estates,  stock  in  trade,  or  effects  at  the  time  of 
decease ;  nor  did  it  appear  that  his  personal  repre 
tatives  ever  required  that  any  such  mortgage  or  fc 
should  be  given.  The  partnership  business  was  cai 
on  by  the  surviving  partners,  one  of  whom  also  acte 
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partner  in  his  capacity  of  personal  representative  of 
William  Hinde.  Immediately  on  the  death  of  William 
Hinde,  an  account  was  opened  with  the  partnership  in 
the  name  of  his  executors  in  the  private  ledger,  in  which 
account  his  estate  was  credited  with  interest  on  the 
amount  of  capital  from  time  to  time  considered  as  his 
estate,  and  also  with  ^^ths  of  the  net  profits,  and  debited 
with  ^ths  of  the  loss. 

Ann  Hinde  died  in  June  1835 ;  and  on  the  ^d  Dec. 
1839  the  fiat  was  issued. 

The  petitioners,  except  Robert  Gladstone^  as  repre- 
senting in  part  the  residuary  estate  of  William  Hinde^ 
together  with  Joshua  Bryer  Hinde,  filed  a  bill  in  Chan- 
cery against  the  surviving  executor  and  the  assignees  to 
have  the  will  established  and  the  trusts  thereof  carried 
into  efiect,  and  for  the  administration  of  the  estate,  and 
to  have  the  benefit  of  an  equitable  lien  or  charge  on  the 
freehold  and  leasehold  property  and  machinery  of  the 
partnership  for  the  amount  due  to  the  testator's  estate 
firom  the  partnership ;  and  for  a  sale ;  and,  in  case  of 
deficiency,  that  the  parties  interested  in  the  residuary 
estate  might  be  declared  entitled  to  stand  as  creditors  for 
the  amount  of  such  deficiency  against  the  joint  estate 
of  the  bankrupts,  and  also  against  their  separate  estates 
respectively,  and  for  the  appointment  of  some  one  to 
prove  for  such  amount  under  the  bankruptcy ;  and  that, 
until  the  amount  could  be  ascertained,  the  assignees 
might  be  ordered  to  set  apart  a  suflScient  sum  to  answer 
the  amount  of  the  said  debt,  or  that  the  plaintifis  might 
be  authorised  to  enter  a  claim  against  the  bankrupt's 
estate  for  such  amount. 

Application,  also,  had  been  made  to  the  Commis- 
sioners to  admit  the  claim  of  the  petitioners,  which 


1842. 

£z  parte 
Thompsow 
and  othen. 


1&8  CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

1842.  the  Commissioners  declined  to  do.  They  however  post- 
Ex  parte  poncd  making  a  dividend^  to  afford  the  petitioners  an 
tod  othcii.  opportunity  of  getting  the  suit  in  Chancery  heard.  But, 
before  the  hearing  could  take  place,  the  assignees  ad- 
vertized  dividend  meetings  on  the  joint  and  separate 
estates  of  the  bankrupts  for  the  S9lh  and  31st  days  of 
December  1841 ;  whereupon  the  present  petiUon  was 
presented,  praying  that  the  Commissioner  might  be 
directed  to  allow  a  claim  to  be  enforced  on  behalf  of 
the  estate  of  WUliam  Hinde^  as  well  against  the  joint  as 
against  the  separate  estates  of  the  bankrupts  respectively, 
or  otherwise  against  their  separate  estates,  for  54,000^ 
and  to  reserve  a  sufficient  sum  to  answer  the  dividends 
upon  the  amount  of  such  claim«  in  case  it  should  be 
proved  as  a  debt ;  or  that  the  Commissioners  might  be 
ordered  to  suspend  the  declaring  of  any  dividends  till 
after  the  hearing  of  the  cause  of  Thompson  v.  Derham. 

Dec.'Z7,\BA\.  The  petition  Came  on,  by  special  leave,  to  be  heard 
before  Sir  George  Rose  on  the  27th  of  December  1841, 
when  his  Honour  dismissed  the  petition,  and  ordered  the 
costs  of  the  assignees  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate.  On 
the  30th  of  December  1841  the  plaintiffs  in  the  Chancery 
suit  applied  by  motion  to  Vice-Chancellor  Wigrtxm  for 
an  injunction  to  restrain  the  assignees  from  paying  any 
dividends  until  the  hearing  of  the  cause ;  but  the  Vice- 
Chancellor,  without  deciding  whether  he  had  jurisdiction 
to  interfere  (a),  refused  the  motion ;  whereupon  the  pe* 
titioners  applied  to  the  Court  of  Review  for  a  rehearing 
of  the  present  petition,  which  now  came  on  to  be  reheard 
accordingly. 

(a)  See  I  Hare,  358* 
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Mr.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Mylne,  were  in  support  of  the        lB4fi. 
petition-  E.p.rie 

THOMPtON 

aodoilien. 
Mr,  Bethell,  and  Mr.  Barlow,  for  the  assignees.  Jan.  n,  1842. 


His  Honour  intimated  his  opinion,  that,  if  the  ques- 
tion were  still  brought  before  him  upon  the  right  of  the 
petitioners  to  prove,  as  asserted  upon  their  former  appli- 
cation,— or  upon  their  unqualified  right  to  prove,  with- 
out such  direction  incidental  and  essential  to  their  claim, 
as  the  due  administration  of  assets  in  bankruptcy  re- 
quired,— he  must  leave  them  to  work  out  their  equities 
in  the  cause,  and  could  not  interfere.  But  that,  if  they 
considered  it  advisable  to  amend  the  prayer  of  the  peti- 
tion, so  as  to  ask  for  such  directions  as  the  case  re- 
quired, he  would  permit  the  petition  to  stand  over  for 
that  purpose,  restraining  the  assignees  in  the  mean 
time. 

At  the  instance  of  the  petitioners,  and  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  assignees,  it  was  then  agreed  that  the  peti- 
tion should  be  taken  as  so  amended.  It  was  accordingly 
re-heard ;  and  it  was  agreed,  that,  in  settling  the  minutes 
of  the  order,  the  undertaking  to  amend,  and  the  general 
demand  for  relief  as  to  the  Court  might  seem  right, 
should  be  taken  as  virtually  to  sustain  the  Order. 

SirGEORQE  RosE(a). — The  circumstances  stated  upon 
this  application  present  a  case  of  some  complexity,  but 

(a)  The  beariDg  of  Ibis  case  baviog  taken  place  at  bit  Honour's  private 
bouse,  tbe  Reporters  were  not  present  when  the  above  judgment  was  deli- 
vered ;  but  tbey  have  been  fomuhed  with  tbe  shorthand  writer's  transcript 
of  it,  which  has  been  kindly  revised  bj  hb  Honour. 


770 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 


Ezptrte 
TaoMPtON 
ftDdatbtn. 


of  no  very  great  difficultji  whether  it  is  to  be  r^ 
upon  the  principles  and  practice  peculiar  to  a 
question  of  particular  proof,  or  upon  the  principle 
practice  applicable  to  marshalling  between  etaam 
ditors,  and  classes  of  estates,  in  the  administrati 
assets  by  assignees,  as  officers  of  the  Court,  and  ai 
tees  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  in  bankruptcy 
that  latter  mode  of  dealing  with  it,  the  judge  mui 
deavour  to  place  himself  precisely  upon  the  same  g 
as  would  sustain  the  directions  of  a  Court  of  Equitj 
the  same  questions  between  the  same  parties  arisei 
suit.  The  foots  are,  that  in  June  1889,  W\ 
Hinde,  deceased,  entered  into  partnership  with  « 
Derham,  Robert  Derhamf  and  Walter  AUan  Hind 
three  latter  persons  being  the  parties  under  whos 
this  application  is  made.  The  partnership  was 
blished  by  articles  of  that  date,  and  was  to  con 
until  June  1845.  The  property  which  constitutes 
capital,  as  far  at  least  as  it  comprised  the  fieeehold 
leasehold  buildings,  utensils,  and  machinery,  that  u 
corpus,  or  plant,  of  its  establishment,  belonged  to 
liam  Hinde.  This  he  dedicated  as  capital  to  the 
cern  in  portions,  of  which,  reserving  -Hths  to  his 
he  distributed  the  remaining  ^^^ths  amongst  his  part 
The  business  was  commenced,  and  was  carried  on 
the  death  of  William  Hinde,  without  any  departure 
the  articles,  either  by  express  contract,  or  by  contra 
be  implied;  except  that  the  time  of  taking  the  sU> 
circumstance  not  material,  was  altered,  and  except 
another  alteration,  in  my  opinion  most  material, 
adopted,  namely,  that  no  part  of  William  Hinders  ci 
was  to  be  withdrawn  until  six  years  after  his  death, 
the  mean  time,  it  was  to  remain,  as  in  fact  it  did  rei 
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subject  to  the  interests  created  by  his  will|  entitled^  in  1842. 
the  first  place,  to  interest  as  a  sum  lent,  and  to  profits  ^  ^^ 
as  capital  invested;  surely  a  fact  of  some  little  import-  ^^Strll 
ance  in  a  question  between  parties  claiming  under  the 
will  of  William  Hinde  against*  the  creditors  of  that  busi- 
ness, in  which,  by  such  his  contract  with  his  partners, 
the  capital  was  to  be  so  continued.  Of  the  other  cove- 
nants and  provisions,  it  seems  necessary  to  notice,  that 
William  Hinde  was  to  bring  into  the  partnership  such 
further  capital,  in  money,  as  might  be  necessary  beyond 
the  sums  which  the  other  partners  were  to  bring  in; 
and  it  was  provided  (surely  a  proviso  most  important  in 
the  same  view  of  the  case),  as  between  the  parties  claim- 
ing under  this  will  against  the  creditors,  that,  in  the 
event  of  the  death  of  any  partner  within  the  term,  the 
surviving  partners  were  to  pay  to  the  widow  of  the  de- 
ceased partner  an  annuity,  which,  in  the  event  of  the 
death  of  William  Hinder  was  fixed  at  400/.;  and  FFO- 
Uam  Hinde  might  also  appoint  one  or  more  of  his  sons 
to  succeed  him  as  to  -^th  parts  of  the  business ;  such 
son,  however,  was  not,  nor  was  the  representative  of 
William  Hinde,  to  interfere  in  the  management  of  the 
partnership;  but  the  other  partners  were  to  be  at  liberty 
to  make  such  alterations  in  the  style  or  firm  as  they 
should  think  fit.  The  profits  of  the  partnership,  subject 
to  the  allowances  to  widows,  and  the  payment  of  inte- 
rest, were  to  be  divided  into  four  parts,  one  of  which 
was  to  belong  to  such  son  as  should  be  taken  into  the 
business,  and  the  remaining  parts  to  the  other  partners, 
and  their  representatives.  And  then  came  the  clause, 
upon  which  the  great  importance  of  this  case  had  been 
deemed  to  depend,  viz.  that  in  case  of  the  decease  of 
William  Hinde  before  the  expiration  of  the  term,  the 
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1842.        surviving  partners  should  purchase  his  interest 

j^p^^      freehold  and  leasehold  estate,  machinery,  utensili 

Thompson     j^  trade,  debts,  and  effects,  which  should  not  1 
and  otbwi. 

posed  of  to  any  of  his  children,  at  such  sum  as  th 

appeared  to  have  been  valued  at  the  time  of  tl 

stock-taking,  and  should,  within  six  months  after 

cease,  or  as  soon  afterwards  as    circumstances 

admit,   execute  to  his  executors    or    administn 

mortgage  of  the  freehold  and  leasehold  estates, 

the  capital  of  the  said  partnership,  and  also  thei 

and  severral  bonds  for  securing  to   his  execute 

amount  and  share  of   the  capital   in    the   partn 

estates,  with  interest  at  51.  per  cent.     Let  it  here 

served,  that  this  stipulation  for  giving  the  mortgaj 

bond  was  to  secure  capital,  which  it  was  also  pr 

should  remain  in  the  concern  for  six  years  aft 

death  of  William  JETtiuf^,— and  as  during  that  tim 

participation  of  profits, — of  course  with  the  conseqi 

which  result  from  participation,  and  out  of  which  ( 

moreover,  the  widow  of  William  Hinde  was  to  r 

400/.  a  year.    Under  these  articles  the  business  wi 

ried  on  until  January  1834,  when  William  Hindi 

The  annual  stock-taking  in  June  preceding  shewc 

then  account  of  his  share  and  interest  in  the  c< 

'  to  be  upwards  of  41,000/.,  and,  of  course,  as  betwe 

parties  themselves  and  their  respective  represent 

both  executors  and  assignees,  to  be  taken  (save  as 

imder  the  provisions  of  the  articles  applicable  to  i 

are  at  liberty  to  challenge  its  correctness)  at  that 

tion.     William  Hinde,  by  his  will,  after  adverting 

articles  of  copartnership,  expresses  his  particular 

that  the  trade  may  be  conducted  and  carried  on 

surviving  partners  in  such  manner  as  might  be 
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conducive  to  the  interest  of  themselves  and  famUies,  as        \S4f2. 
well  as  to  the  interest  and  advantage  of  his  own  family;       £^  ^^^ 
and  he  expressed  his  wish,  that  one  of  his  sons  (without,     and^oi««, 
however,  naming  which)  should  be  taken  into  the  busi- 
ness. 

Now  upon  this  it  may  be  observed,  that,  if  the  effect 
of  the  articles  of  partnership  was  to  leave  (and  I  think 
it  would  be  difficult  to  say  that  the  effect  of  them  was 
not  to  leave)  the  property  of  William  Hinde,  after  his 
death,  subject  to  the  contingencies  of  the  trade  during 
such  time  that  they  were  so  continued  with  participation 
of  profits, — it  would  be  exceedingly  difficult,  from  his  will, 
to  raise  a  different  operation,  or,  as  between  the  parties 
claiming  under  that  will,  and  his  personal  representa- 
tives, participating  in  the  profits  of  a  business  carried  on 
in  compliance  with  that  will,  to  raise  a  breach  of  trust,-— 
the  very  foundation  of  this  application, — d  fortiori,  to 
raise  a  breach  of  trust  against  creditors  entitled  by  ope« 
ration  of  law,  upon  principles  applicable  to  persons  par- 
ticipating in  profits  of  a  trade,  and  applicable  also  to 
parties  so  participating,  whether  regarded  as  partners, 
either  dormant  or  apparent.  The  question  then  arises, 
what  are  those  principles,  as  applicable  to  the  state  of 
circumstances  existent  in  this  bankruptcy,  both  as  to  the 
property  and  to  the  individuals?  AnnHinde,  the  widow, 
and  James  Derham,  then,  and  until  now,  one  of  the 
partners,  proved  the  will.  The  business  was  continued 
as  before,  further  than  as  qualified  by  the  interest  of  the 
parties  taking  under  the  will  of  the  deceased,  of  whom 
the  widow  and  executrix  was  one.  No  mortgage  bond 
was  demanded  nor  given  for  the  41,0002.,  the  amount 
of  William  Hinders  share,  ascertained  at  the  last  stock** 
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taking.  In  1835,  Ann  Hinde,  and  James  Derk 
other  executor^  stiil  continued  in  the  uninterrapti 
ness  carried  on  in  the  same  way,  with  acconntf  ] 
between  it  and  the  testator's  estate;  the  testato 
perty  stiH  employed  in  it  until  December  18S£ 
the  fiat  issued;  and  we  are,  therefore,  now  to  as 
was  the  operation  of  law  upon  the  testator's  pro] 
continued,  and  against  the  parties  so  continu 
Have,  or  have  not,  the  creditors  of  the  four  a  i 
treat  the  property  so  involved  as  assets  of  the  tra 
the  personal  representatives  so  employing  it  as  li 
them,  as  traders,  with  the  usual  election  as  agau 
mant  partners?  And  have  not  the  creditors  oft 
a  right,  if  the  property  is  to  be  taken,  as  I  tl 
ought  to  be  taken,  as  the  joint  property  of  the  I 
and  his  partners,  to  marshal  their  proof  agaii 
assets  which  thus  constitute  the  capital  of  the 
having  regard  to  the  right  of  election  which  a  c 
has  against  a  dormant  partner,  and  to  the  questioi 
far  so  much  of  the  property,  as  was  of  a  mere  < 
character,  was  within  the  order  and  disposition 
three?  Now,  looking  at  the  state  of  things  end 
this  bankruptcy,  the  creditors  admissible  are,  fin 
creditors  of  the  four;  secondly,  the  creditors  < 
three,  such,  in  either  case>  by  direct  contract, 
election  against  a  dormant  partner;  thirdly,  the 
tors  separately  of  the  individual  partners.  The  pr 
to  be  administered  amongst  these  classes  of  credit 
first,  the  joint  property  of  the  four ;  secondly,  the 
property  of  the  three,  of  which,  except  by  the  ef 
reputed  ownership,  there  is  probably  none,  and  i 
case,  but  little;  and,  thirdly,  the  separate  proper 
the  individuals.    The  present  petitioners,  claiming 
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the  willi  and  through  the  legal  title  of  the  surviving  exe-  18^^« 
cutor, — ^he  himself  one  of  the  partners,  and  one  of  the  g,  p^^^ 
bankrupts,— endeavour  to  establish  a  proof  against  the  J^q^I^^ 
joint  estate  of  the  three,  and  the  several  estates  of  the 
individual  bankrupts.  Both  these  proofe,  under  no 
state  of  circumstances,  could  they  possibly  accomplish. 
But  have  they  a  case  of  election?  that  is,  have  they  a 
case  of  proof  against  the  three?  For,  against  the  indivi- 
duals, I  think  their  claim,  subject  to  regulation,  is  ad- 
missible. If  I  cannot  see  my  way  to  a  proof  against  the 
three,  of  course,  I  could  not  restrain  the  dividends  (as 
here  asked)  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  three,  upon  a 
claim  which  presupposes  a  right  ultimately  to  prove 
against  those  three,  and  which  proceeds  upon  the  mis- 
taken ground,  that,  subject  to  the  lien,  the  property  of 
William  Hinde  had,  at  the  bankruptcy,  become  the  pro- 
perty of  the  three.  On  this  supposition,  they  came  be- 
fore the  Court  in  Bankruptcy,  seeking  to  prove  a  debt, 
and  at  the  same  time  insisting  upon  the  benefit  of  a  lien 
on  property;  asserting  a  right,  after  the  deduction  of  the 
security  which  they  were  elsewhere  enforcing  against 
the  general  assets,  by  special  interference  and  protection. 
The  first  question,  therefore,  I  had  to  consider,  was, 
whether,  as  a  mere  question  of  provable  debt,  I  could 
see  my  way  to  a  proof?  If  I  could  not,  upon  what  po8« 
sible  principle  could  I  permit  a  claim  to  be  entered,  or 
could  I  restrain  dividends  under  this  fiat  (now  in  opera- 
tion since  1839)  to  the  prejudice  of  the  general  creditors, 
whose  legal  rights  ought  not  to  be  delayed  by  an  equity, 
unless  manifestly  preponderant  ?  I  had  no  difficulty  in 
concurring  with  the  Commissioners,  that,  as  against  the 
estate  of  the  three,  there  was  no  provable  debt  at  all, 
andj  against  the  individuals  no  proof,  until  after   the 
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1842. 


£i  parte 
Thompson 
ftiidoUieri. 


securities  should  have  been  realized  and  the  aocouni 
taken,  for  the  purposes  of  such  indiTidual  proof. 

It  was  saidi  that  there  was  a  breach  of  trust  in  omittii^ 
to  take  a  security,  and  in  continuing  the  property  i 
the  business  after  the  death  of  William  Hinde,  I  cai 
not  accede  to  that  opinion.  But,  take  it  to  be  a  bread 
of  trust, — how  was  it  the  joint  breach  of  trust  of  th 
three?  How  is  a  claim  to  be  raised^  by  or  through  th 
widow  and  the  partner  executor,  against  the  three,  affeel 
ing  three  jointly^  or  the  joint  property  of  the  thm 
if  any,  in  respect  of  this  breach  of  trust  ?  It  was,  if  i 
breach  at  all,  tlie  joint  breach  of  trust  of  the  four,  am 
the  several  breaches  of  trust  of  the  individuals  durisi 
the  life  of  the  widow.  And,  after  the  death  of  WilliaM 
Hinde,  in  what  manner  (regard  being  had  to  the  partner 
ship  articles  and  to  the  will)  could  Hinde's  propert] 
have  been  dealt  with,  or  the  interest  of  the  parties  havi 
been  protected,  otherwise  than  as  by  operation  of  lai 
it  was  protected,  and  is  now  protected?  Surely,  thi 
petitioners  ill  considered  their  own  position,  in  asserting 
that  there  was  a  breach  of  trust  by  the  three,  througl 
the  effect  of  which  the  property  of  William  Hinde  hac 
been  so  received  by  the  bankrupts,  and  had  been  sc 
converted  from  its  continuing  character  of  capital  of  th< 
four,  as  to  make  it  the  property  of  the  three,  and  thui 
to  raise  an  assumpsit  against  the  three  as  for  money  hac 
and  received  to  the  use  of  the  testator*s  estate,  or  as  foi 
a  breach  by  the  three,  resolvable  into  damages  capable 
of  being  liquidated  into  monies  numbered.  For,  unless 
I  could  look  at  it  in  that  way,  what  right  had  I  to  let  ic 
a  proof,  or  a  claim  protective  of  dividends  against  the 
three  ?  But,  supposing  I  could  have  seen  my  way  to  8 
proof  against  the  three,  still  it  was  a  proof  in  respect  ol 
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which  the  claimants  contended  that  they  had  a  large  lien        IS4:2. 
upon  the  freehold  and  leasehold  property.     Now  it  was      ex  parte 
quite  new  to  me,  that,  in  favour  of  a  creditor  so  claiming     aDd^oih^a. 
to  be  privileged  and  preferred,  I  was  to  stay  the  divi- 
dend of  the  other  uncovered  creditors,  until  such  time 
as  the  claimant  should  be  enabled  first  to  establish,  and 
afterwards  clearly  to  account  for,  such  his  preference  in 
diminution  of  his  proof. 

It  is  true,  that,  upon  an  equitable  claim,  the  Court 
allows  a  creditor  to  make  it  available  and  to  prove  for 
the  difference ;  but  this  is  an  indulgence  of  the  Court, 
not  in  the  ordinary  administration  of  bankruptcy ;  nor 
am  I  aware  that  the  Court  has  ever  gone  so  far  as  to 
admit  a  proof,  or  postpone  the  dividend,  until  the  cre- 
ditor asserting  an  equity  can  perfect  his  preference  over 
other  creditors.  If  he  is  in  a  condition  to  make  his 
equity  available,  and  to  prove  for  the  difference,  be  it 
80 ;  he  is  admitted  to  do  it,  and  the  Court  will  assist 
him  within  reasonable  limits  to  accomplish  it.  But,  if 
parties  have  so  placed  themselves,  with  a  hold  upon  the 
property  against  bankrupts,  so  as  to  leave  it  a  question, 
whether  they  can  retain  their  hold  upon  that  properly 
against  creditors,  or  without  its  being  previously  ap- 
plied in  reduction  of  their  proof,  the  law  must  take  its 
course.  There  is  no  reason,  either  in  equity  or  prac- 
tice, why  the  general  creditors  should  be  delayed.  My 
opinion  therefore  was  (upon  a  question  simply  of  proof  ), 
that  there  was  no  case  for  a  proof  against  the  three 
jointly;  that,  if  there  was  such  proof  against  the  three, 
it  was  covered  by  preference,  which  the  claimants  must 
have  offered  to  realize  and  make  available,  in  reduction 
of  proof,  before  they  were  entitled  to  retain  dividends 
against  the  general  creditors.     My  principal  ground, 
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1842.  howeveri  upon  this  part  of  the  case  waa^  that  th 
Ez  parta  ^"  ^^^'^  ^^  ^^8^^  ^^  proof  against  the  three. 
lUDd  otbm.  '^^®  '*™®  observations  will  not  apply  with  cqu 
clusiveness  to  the  other  part  of  the  prayer  (whic 
ever  was  not  pressed  before  me),  namely,  the  proof 
the  several  estates,  as  to  which  I  have  already  ez] 
my  opinion,  that,  sub  modo,  such  proof  was  adn 
In  arriving,  however,  at  the  conclusion  that  then 
proof  against  the  individual  partners,  I  could  d 
sight  of  the  very  important  equities,  which,  bey< 
mere  question  of  proof,  obviously  affected  the  ai 
tration  of  this  property  in  the  bankruptcy,  and 
called  for  directions  applicable  to  the  property 
species  of  property  available  amongst  creditors,  as 
of  creditors,  according  to  their  legal  rights  of  rank! 
this  view  of  it,  I  am  now  called  upon  to  make  such 
as  under  these  circumstances  I  should  deem  rig 
tween  parties  coming  in  now  under  this  jurisdici 
bankruptcy,  with  equities  incidental  to  proof,  and 
ing  assets  to  be  administered  by  assignees  in  bankr 
and  I  am  prepared  to  declare  my  opinion,  that, 
tween  these  parties  and  the  assignees,  as  represent 
the  estates  at  and  from  the  death  of  William  1 
his  capital  is  to  be  dealt  with  as  continued  in  tl 
interrupted  business  in  which  he  himself  had 
engaged;  that  the  efiect  of  the  bankruptcy  upo 
continued  business  was  the  same  as  if  it  had  th< 
pired  by  effluxion  of  time,  the  property  to  be  admin 
as  that  of  the  four,  until  all  claims  against  it  ha< 
worked  out ;  and  that  then  (of  course,  includii 
lien  claimed  by  the  petitioners)  it  resolved  itsc 
the  several  estates  of  the  component  individuals, 
might,  or  might  not,  be  property  of  the  three ;  I 
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far  as  such  property  (subject  to  any  question  as  to  mere  im. 
chattels  that  might  arise  out  of  reputed  ownership)  was  £,  parte 
predicated  of  that  which  had  been  the  property  of  the  am? othenL 
four^  it  never  could  have  that  character ;  and  this  was 
a  state  of  things^  which^  in  regard  to  the  interests  of 
the  creditors  seeking  relief  under  the  bankruptcy^  the 
Court  was  bound  not  to  lose  sight  of,  viz.  how  far,  as 
including^  or  not  including,  a  dormant  partner,  or  as 
against  the  property  of  the  four,  so  involved  in  the 
business,  or  as  against  the  property  of  the  three,  if  any, 
they  ought  to  shape  their  proofs,  in  order  to  work  out 
for  themselves  the  most  available  dividend.  The  as- 
signees must  be  restrained  from  applying  any  part  of 
the  property  of  the  four,  otherwise  than  as  was  pointed 
out  by  the  order.  The  accounts  of  the  partnership  must 
be  taken,  in  order  to  ascertain  what  is  due  to  the  pe- 
titioners from  the  partnership,  and  some,  or  one,  of  them 
must  be  at  liberty  to  prosecute  this  order.  As  an  element 
in  this  account,  the  last  stock-taking  of  41,000/.  is  to 
be  taken  to  their  credit,  further  than  as  the  same  may 
be  varied  under  the  provision  of  the  partnership  deed 
for  that  purpose.  The  petitioners  are  entitled  to  have 
the  subjects  of  their  security  realized  and  applied  in 
reduction  of  the  balance,  and  to  prove  for  the  residue 
(if  any)  against  the  separate  estates  of  the  respective 
bankrupts.  And,  in  the  event  of  the  realized  securities 
being  more  than  sufficient  to  cover  what  may  be  due  to 
them,  the  assignees  will  be  entitled  to  the  surplus,  to 
be  proportionably  applied  as  the  separate  estate  of  the 
respective  bankrupts.  This  Order  must,  of  course,  be 
without  prejudice  to  any  other  lien  which  may  be  claimed 
by  any  other  parties  against  the  bankrupt's  estates,  and 
indeed  leaves  the  question  of  any  other  lien  unaffected. 
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£x  ptrte 
Thompson 
and  olberi. 


So  much  of  this  petition,  as  seeks  to  prove  iga 
threci  must  be  dismissed,  and,  save  as  to  that  pa 
all  parties  are  to  take  their  costs  of  this  applicai 
of  the  estate.  And  the  Order  may  be  entered, 
the  Judge  of  the  Court  (in  which  the  causes 
tively  are)  think  fit,  with  the  Registrar  of  the  C 
Chancery,  there  to  be  dealt  with  as  for  the  pur] 
such  suits  respectively,  as  it  may  be  deemed  ei 
and  right. 


WittmintUr, 
Nov.  4. 

A  creditor  ced- 
Dot  peiitioD  for 
piymeot  of  a 
dividend,  unleu 
the  dividend  irtt 
decltred  subse- 
quent to  the 
tpfoof  of  his 
Mi. 


Ex  parte  Lee. 

This  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor,  prajdng  t 
assignees  might  be  ordered  to  pay  him  the  divide 
his  proof.  The  petitioner  had  obtained  an  Ordi 
he  might  be  at  liberty  to  go  in  and  prove  his  debt, 
entitled  to  receive  dividends  thereon,  not  disturbi 
former  dividend,  and  he  had  since  proved  his 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  Order ;  but  the  pro 
not  made  until  after  a  dividend  had  been  declared. 

Mr.  Elmsley^  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Sir  John  Cross.  There  must  be  an  Order  o 
dend  subsequent  to  the  proof,  to  entitle  the  cred 
present  this  petition.  He  should  apply  to  the  ass 
to  call  a  meeting  of  the  Commissioners,  to  declare 
dend  on  this  proof. 

Mr.  Elmsley  then  requested  that  the  petition 
stand  over. 
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Sir  John  Cross.    I  see  no  reason  why  the  petition       1842. 
should  be  ordered  to  stand  over.    The  former  Order      ^^T^ 
remains  in  force,  of  which  the  petitioner  has  still  the 
benefit.    He  has  proved  his  debt^  and  all  that  he  wants 
now  is,  that  a  dividend  shall  be  declared  upon  his  proof. 


Ex  parte  Christopher  Graham  and  others— In  the 
matter  of  Edwin  Turner  and  John  Ogden. Wntmimter, 

Nov.  4.   ' 

1  HIS  was  the  petition  of  several  creditors,  on  behalf  of  A,  carries  on 
themselves  and  all  other  the  separate  creditors  of  the  a  grocer  sepa- 
bankrupt  Turner,  in  respect  of  his  separate  business  as  that  of  an  iron- 
a  grocer,  praying  that  they  might  be  permitted  to  prove  nelship  i^rB." 
against  the  joint  estate  of  the  two  bankrupts.  iig^for  four^"*' 

It  appeared  that  Turner  had,  up  to  July  1840,  carried  Jff  JJi^jtoTj^'f 
on  separately  the  business  of  a  grocer  and  tea-dealer  at  Jj>«  .grocery 
Leeds,  when  he  sold  off  the  stock  and  retired  from  that  ^^^^  wholly 

from  that  trade, 

business.     In  the  year  1836  he  purchased  there  an  iron-  investing  the 
foundry  business,  in  which  the  other .  bankrupt  Ogden  iron-fout  dry 
was  only  at  first  employed  irs  a  journeyman ;  and  the  with  the'excep-' 
petitioners  stated,  that  they  were  not  aware,  when  their  gum  brought  in 
debts  were  contracted,  that  7\£m^  himself  had  embarked  tuiedth^  whole 
in  that  business.     The  iron-foundry  business  was  after-  M^twrihip** 
wards  carried  on  under  the  firm  of  Turner.  Ogden  &  Co.;  A  joint  6at  is 

issued  against 

but,  with  the  exception  of  a  small  sum  brought  in  by  A,  and  B.  six* 

,  lecn  months 

Ogden,  Turner  found  all  the  money  for  carrying  on  the  after  A,  had  re* 
business ;  Ogden  being  paid  journeyman  s  wages  at  the  separate  grocery 
rate  of  thirty  shillings  a  week,  and  receiving  one-fourth  thai*the  credi- 
share  of  the  profits.    The  capital  of  Turner  in  the  iron-  ^^^o^;^ 
foundry  business  amounted  to  the  sum  of  824^/.,  con-  J^'ote'T^^^ 
sistiug  of  various  sums  advanced  by  him  firom  time  to  ^^("jf^^^^^ 


tnd  otheri. 
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1842.        timei  the  principal  part  of  which  arose  from  the 
^^^"^^       of  the  grocery  business.    When  Tttmer  retired  frc 

Ei  parte  ®  ^ 

Graham  crrocery  businesSi  the  amount  of  debts  he  had  cont 
in  that  business  was  about  6000/*,  for  three-four 
which  sum  the  credit  had  not  then  expired ;  ai 
petitioners  alleged,  that,  by  means  of  such  cred 
having  expired,  they  had  before  the  bankruptcy  e 
portunity  of  suing  for  their  respective  debts,  or  i 
any  effective  steps  to  prevent  any  misapplicati< 
Turner  of  the  funds  arising  from  the  grocery  bm 
Turner  alone  drew  the  drafts,  and  accepted  the  bil 
quired  for  the  purposes  of  the  iron  foundry  bui 
and  also  received  the  monies  and  managed  the  ace 
of  such  business ;  Ogden  in  no  way  interfering  the 

On  the  14th  Nov.  1841  a  joint  fiat  issued  aj 
Turner  and  Ogden,  under  which  various  joint  i 
tors  of  the  iron-foundry  business  had  proved  their 
to  the  amount  of  7000/.,  but  no  dividend  had  bee 
declared. 

The  petitioners  alleged,  that  Turner  had  a  very 
separate  estate,  which  was  wholly  insuflScient  fo 
payment  and  satisfaction  of  their  debts,  and  that 
would  be  quite  remediless,  unless  they  were  permit! 
prove  their  debts  against  the  joint  estate.  Whe 
petitioners  applied  to  make  such  proof,  the  Coo 
sioners  refused  to  admit  it,  except  under  the  directi 
the  Court  of  Review. 

The  prayer  was,  that  the  petitioners  might  1 
liberty  to  prove  their  debts,  and  receive  dividends  t 
on,  pari  passu,  with  the  joint  creditors  of  the  two  I 
rupts ;  and  that,  until  the  petitioners  should  be  em 
to  make  such  proof,  the  declaration  of  a  dividend  si 
be  stayed. 


/^ 
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Mr.  AnderdoUf  and  Mr.  CoUins,  in  support  of  the  1842. 
petition.  The  present  case  does  not  come  strictly  with-  ^^^  ^^ 
in  that  class  of  cases  where  there  is  separate,  but  no  •S*^*' 
joint  estate.  Here  Turner  was  alone  the  monied  man, 
the  other  partner  having  no  capital.  The  ground  on 
which  this  petition  is  founded  is  on  a  principle  of 
equity,  that  there  was  but  one  fund,  which  ought  to  be 
administered  as  it  existed  before  the  bankruptcy.  The 
fund  liable  to  the  creditors  of  the  grocery  trade  consti- 
tuted the  fund  for  carrying  on  the  iron-foundry  business. 
It  would  be  therefore  very  hard,  if  the  joint  creditors  of 
the  latter  concern  were  to  carry  away  full  payments  of 
twenty  shillings  in  the  pound,  from  a  fund  which  exclu- 
sively belonged  to  one  partner,  of  whom  the  petitioners 
were  creditors  under  his  previous  trading,  when  a  balance 
of  1400/.  stood  in  his  banker's  hands.  The  case  calls 
for  equitable  intervention,  for,  though  in  the  bankrupt 
firm  there  was  a  community  of  profits,  there  was  a  sole 
and  exclusive  ownership  of  the  property,  which  was 
originally  liable  to  the  debts  of  the  petitioners. 

Mr.  Kent/on  Parker,  and  Mr.  Amphlett,  cantri,  were 
stopped  by  the  Court. 

Sir  John  Cross.  I  can  discover  no  principle  of 
equity  in  this  case  to  warrant  a  departure  from  the 
general  rule.  It  was  not  denied,  that  all  the  property 
belonged  to  the  joint  estate,  as  dedicated  to  the  business 
of  the  iron-founders.  The  assignees  had  a  right  to 
possess  that  fund,  and  administer  it  according  to  the 
practice  in  bankruptcy  ;  this  Court  having  no  power  to 
alter  the  established  rule,  under  which  joint  creditors 
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have  a  right  to  look  to  joint  estate,  and  separate 
tors  to  separate  estate. 

Mr.  Anderdon  submitted,  that,  as  it  was  a  greai 
ship  upon  the  petitioners,  and  the  dividend  wai 
poned  by  the  Commissioners  to  enable  the  pari 
make  any  application  to  this  Courts  the  petition 
not  to  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


Sir  John  Cross.  The  Court  does  not  conside 
there  is  any  good  reason  for  making  this  case  an  < 
tion  to  the  general  rule  as  to  costs. 

Petition  dismissed,  with  co 


Ex  parte  John  Archer — In  the  matter  of  Mos; 

Wettmintter,  NeW. 

Nov,  4. 

A.,  an  ioQ.  THIS  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor  to  prove  a  dc 
the  premuietand  704/.,  which  had  been  rejected  by  the  Commissio 

furoitare  to  B.,    -  i    .i  i  ,.,•  •  .      -aoAt 

as  his  tucceraor  It  appeared  that  the  petitioner,  previous  to  1841, 
placet  hiTsoD,  two  hotels  at  Great  Malvern,  in  Worcestershire 
mborwith  B.  Foley  Arms,  and  the  Crown ;  and  that  he  in  that 
fary  fn  the  fi^t  ™^^®  ^"  arrangement  for  transferring  the  business  o 
i°'*n"the  under.  Crown  Hotel  to  the  bankrupt,  together  with  the  fixi 
sianding  that  he  and  furniture,  upon  condition  that  the  petitioner's 

was  afterwards  * 

to  be  uken  in  as  ^ho  was  a  minor,  should  become  eventually  a  partn< 

a  partner.    The  "^       \^ 

licence  is  trans-  the  concem.    The  son  was  only  at  first  to  receive  6 

ferredtoB.  and  .        r  i         i         . 

ii.'f  son  jointly;  year,  and  to  be  afterwards  taken  into  partnership; 

and  B.  becomes     „     ,       -       .  t      m  r 

bankrupt,  after    all  the  furniture  and  enects  on  the  premises  wer 

contracting  a 

large  debt  with  A, ;  the  proof  of  which  is  rejected  by  the  Commissiooert,  on  the  grouD 
A,  concealed  his  son's  minority,  and  thus  induced  parties  to  trust  the  bankrupt,  who  h 
capital.    Held,  that  the  Commissioners  weie  not  justiSed  in  rejecting  the  proof. 

t 
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signed  to  the  bankrupt;  but  the  licence  was  transferred        IBii. 
jointly  to  the  bankrupt  and  the  son  of  the  petitioner.       ^^ '  ^ 
The  valuation  of  the  furniture,  which  was  effected  by      Archkr. 
the  petitioner's  agent^  amounted  to  603/.|  and  it  was 
made  out  to  the  joint  names  of  the  bankrupt  and  the 
petitioner's  son ;  but  it  was  sworn  that  this  was  by  mis- 
take^  and  that  the  son's  name  was  afterwards  erased. 

The  objections  made  to  the  proof  were,  that  the  peti- 
tioner by  his  conduct  gave  persons  who  dealt  with  the 
bankrupt  cause  to  believe  that  the  petitioner  himself  was 
a  partner  with  him,  and  that  he  lent  himself  to  a  con- 
spiracy to  defraud  the  public,  by  concealing  the  fact  of 
his  son  being  a  minor.  It  appeared,  however,  that  dis- 
putes had  arisen  between  the  son  of  the  petitioner  and 
New,  previous  to  the  bankruptcy  of  the  latter,  and  that 
the  son  had  disclaimed  any  connection  with  him  as  a 
partner.  It  also  appeared  from  the  correspondence  be- 
tween the  petitioner  and  the  bankrupt,  that  the  bank- 
rupt, in  one  of  his  letters  to  the  petitioner,  asked  him 
what  security  he  wished  to  have  for  the  debt  which  the 
bankrupt  owed  him. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Greene,  in  support  of  the 
petition.  It  cannot  be  disputed  on  the  other  side,  that 
all  the  furniture  and  effects  of  the  Crown  Hotel  were 
bona  fide  sold  to  the  bankrupt,  and  there  is  no  proof 
whatever  of  any  fraudulent  connivance  on  the  part  of 
the  petitioner  to  deceive  the  creditors. 

Mr.  Bacon,  and  Mr.  F.  BayUy,  contrct.  It  is  di£5cult 
to  know  what  was  the  real  dealing  between  these  parties; 
but  the  facts  of  the  case,  which  are  apparent,  form  a 
very  ingenious  mode  for  defrauding  creditors.    New 
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1842. 


£z  parte 
Akcuke. 


was  originally  a  man  of  no  credit ;  and  he  afia 
obtained  credit  from  his  supposed  partnership  wi 
petitioner,  a  belief  which  was  strengthened  by  th 
tioner's  son  joining  Nem  in  the  business,  and  1 
transfer  of  the  licence  to  New  and  the  son  jointly, 
son  was  not  a  partner  with  New,  how  came  the  1 
to  be  transferred  to  the  son  as  well  as  Newt  F 
licence  ought  to  have  been  only  transferred  to  the  ] 
to  whom  the  house  was  assigned.  One  of  the  ban! 
creditors  refused  to  supply  the  bankrupt  alone  with  j 
until  the  petitioner  stated  that  the  petitioner's  son 
partner.  He,  therefore,  held  out  that  his  son  i 
age,  and  able  to  contract.  The  valuation  of  the 
ture,  also,  was  made  out  to  the  joint  names  of  the 
rupt  and  the  son,  as  the  purchasers ;  and,  thoogl 
alleged  that  the  son's  name  was  inserted  in  the  vali 
by  mistake,  it  is  not  stated  when  the  supposed  m 
was  discovered. 

We  submit,  therefore,  that  the  proof  of  the 
tioner*s  debt  ought,  at  all  events,  to  be  postponed 
all  the  other  creditors  are  paid  in  full ;  for  he  is  rf 
sible  to  them  for  inducing  them  to  give  credit  i 
bankrupt,  and  ought  not  to  prove  in  competitioi 
them.  In  Neville  v.  Wilkin9on{a)  an  injunctioi 
granted  to  restrain  a  party  from  recovering  a  di 
from  one  of  the  plaintifi&,  because  he  had  repre 
to  the  agent  of  the  other  plaintiffi,  that  there  vi 
such  demand  existing.  And  they  cited  also  Mr 
tice  Story's  Treatise  on  Equity  Jurisprudence,  \ 
page  165. 


Mr.  Anderdan,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Co 

(a)  1  Brown  C.  C.  543. 
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Sir  John  Cross.  The  question  in  this  case  is^  whe-  1842. 
ther  the  petitioner  has  a  proveable  debt  against  the  ^^"^^ 
estate  of  the  bankrupt.  The  petitioner  states  all  the  Ahchbb. 
particulars  of  the  debt  in  his  petition— that  there  were 
goods  furnished  by  him  to  the  bankrupt  to  the  amount  of 
100/.,  and  another  sum  for  money  lent;  and  there  is  no 
dispute  whatever,  as  to  the  amount  or  consideration  for 
the  debt.  The  bankrupt  also,  on  the  16th  April,  writes 
a  letter  to  the  petitioner,  in  which  he  thus  expresses 
himself: — '*  What  particular  security  do  you  wish  to 
have  from  me  for  the  debt  I  owe  you  ?"  Now  was  there 
ever  more  distinct  evidence  of  a  separate  debt  owing  by 
any  individual,  than  what  this  letter  acknowledges? 
Then  what  is  the  answer  to  this  claim  ?  Why,  that 
there  was  a  partnership  between  the  bankrupt  and  the 
petitioner's  son.  No  doubt  that  such  a  partnership  was 
in  contemplation  ;  but  when  disputes  arose  between  the 
parties,  the  son  repudiated  the  partnership.  And,  as  to 
any  alleged  partnership  between  the  bankrupt  and  the 
petitioner,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  was  none,  nor 
any  ground  for  supposing  that  there  was  any  fraudulent 
endeavour  of  the  petitioner  to  deceive  the  persons  deal- 
ing with  the  bankrupt.  I  therefore  think  that  the  peti* 
tioner  is  entitied  to  prove  this  debt  under  the  fiat ;  and| 
as  he  has  been  put  to  the  expense  of  this  petition  by  a 
mistake  of  the  Commissioners,  I  think  he  ought  not  to 
suffer  from  that  mistake,  but  that  he  should  have  his 
costs  out  of  the  estate. 
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Ex  psrte  PxAT — In  the  matter  of  Rai.eigh,  Ch 

fTtfttnuKr  ^^  HoLUkND. 

Km.S.   ' 

TWf0M«raa.  This  was  the  petition  of  a  creditor,  who  bad  n 
m«  m»  ^^Vl?  *  i^'^^  ^^  against  the  three  bankrapts,  to  anna 
mittioiaiitt,  separate  fiats  which  had  previously  issued  againsi 
woftheioiM  The  first  fiat  was  issued  against  Raleigh  on  tl 
August,  the  second  against  Chode  on  the  16th  A 
the  third  against  Raleigh  and  Goode  on  the  17th  A 
and  the  joint  fiat  against  the  three  on  the  18th  Ai 
The  only  point  raised  was,  as  to  which  estate  shou 
ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  annulling  one  of  the  sei 
fiats. 


^tAltisMll 

eicottopajr 


Mr.  Dickinson,  for  the  petitioning  creditor  unde 
separate  fiat  against  Goode,  applied  for  an  Order,  thi 
costs  of  annulling  that  fiat  might  be  paid  out  ol 
separate  estate  of  the  bankrupt  against  whom  it 
issued,  on  the  authority  of  Ex  parte  Broum  (a),  w 
it  was  held  that  a  joint  and  separate  creditor,  who 
sued  out  a  separate  commission!  and  had  proved  u 
it,  might,  upon  the  supersedeas  of  that  commissioi 
favour  of  a  subsequent  joint  one,  have  a  right  to  < 
out  of  which  estate  he  would  be  paid  the  costs  of 
supersedeas. 

Sir  John  Cross.  I  see  no  reason  in  the  present 
for  directing  the  costs  to  be  paid  out  of  the  sepi 
estate,  as  the  joint  estate  does  not  appear  insuflSciei 
pay  the  amount  of  the  costs. 

(•)  1  Rom,  433. 
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Mr.  Bacon  appeared  in  support  of  the  petition.  1842. 


Ex  parte 

Mr.  AnderdoTij  and  Mr.  Smythe,  for  the  petitioning        ^^'^' 
creditors  under  the  other  two  separate  fiats. 

Common  Order. 


Meux  v.  Smith.  Wutmimur, 

Jan.  17,  1843. 

Seaoer  V.  Smith.  Corf^^  ^«<»- 

ChanuUor  of 
England, 

XHE  facts  of  these  cases  are  stated  in  the  report  of  the  Brewen  agree  to 
hearing  of  the  motion  for  an  injunction,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  loenaWeT"*^^ 

oQ(*  publican  to  pay 

«^^^'  tbecoDsidera- 

The  case  now  came  on  to  be  heard,  and  both  parties  ^^^^J^lf^''" 
had  gone  into  evidence,  but  nothing  material  was  add-  ^^^^^0*?^**^'*^ 
ed  to  the  facU  already  stated.  uoderitanding 

*^  that  aa  soon  as 

the  lease  is 
executed,  it 
Mr.  JBethell,  and  Mr.  Freeling,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  tball  be  de- 
livered to  and 
the  first  suit  above  mentioned.  deposited  with 

the  brewers  as  a 
security  for  the 

Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  Chandless,  for  the  plaintiffs  *eMe°U^uscord! 
in  the  latter  suit.  IhfjubHcL^'as 

lessee,  but,  on 
its  execution,  is 

Mr.  J.  Russell,  Mr.  Anderdon,  and  Mr.  Shebbeare,  f^^j^^Jl** 
for  the  defendants.  J»e»y «« ^»»« 

brewer  s  agent, 
who  advances 
the  money.    A 

In  addition  to  the  cases  cited  on  the  former  hearing,  memorandum  is 

at  the  same  time 

Ex  parte  Browne  (a).    Ex  parte  Lees  (b),  Butler  v.  signed  by  the 

publican, 
(«)  15  V«.  472.  (6)  16  Vs.  472.  TtSSfWe- 

posit  to  have 
been  made  by  himself  for  the  above  purpose,  and  agrees  to  execute  a  legal  mortgage  by  way 
of  under-lease  when  required.    The  publican  turns  out  to  have  been  ai  the  time  an  uncertifi* 
eated  bankrupt.    Htld,  that  the  brewers  had  a  good  lien  against  his  assignees. 


H: 
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lSiS>  Holmm(a\  Ex  pate  OmAeib\  Henew.  Sievn 

"^^  SmmT.TkeBamkofSeoilamd(d)^£rparURm 

^^  and  Memx  t.  Smiik  (f\  were  rited. 


*• 


*««n^  iff.  Bethdl^  in  rqJy,  was  stc^iped  by  the  Com 

The  Vice  Chahcelloe.  I  really  do  not  re«|ii 
fiiitber  argument;  became  the  thing  appears  to  me 
much  in  the  same  light  as  it  did  when  the  matl 
brought  before  me  for  the  purpose  of  the  injnz 
and  I  do  not  understand,  on  reading  over  the 
Chancellor's  language,  and  which  is  stated  in  the  f 
report,  that,  with  respect  to  that  which  constituti 
ground  of  equity,  his  Lordship  entertained  a  dil 
opinion  from  me.  The  only  diflference  of  opinic 
this,  that  I  perhaps  thought  the  case  so  clear,  \ 
was  not  necessary  to  have  the  money  brought  into  ( 
and  the  Lord  Chancellor  thought  that  it  might  be 
to  doubt,  and  therefore  did  order  the  money  to  be  bi 
into  Court ;  and  I  believe  that  was  the  sole  difii 
between  us.  But,  as  to  the  substance  of  the  cas< 
point  respecting  the  injunction  was  one  on  which  1 
tertained  the  same  opinion  as  I  did;  and  I  must  sa 
I  entertain  the  same  opinion  now;  because  you 
look  at  the  transaction,  as  you  find  it  on  the  whole  < 
evidence.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  admit,  that,  wl 
t|  S  matter  proceeds  on  the  footing  of  a  memorandum 

\    ij|  that  is  the  transaction  between  the  parties,  the 

will  not  give  liberty  to  persons  who  may  wish  to 
to  alter  the  nature  of  the  evidence,  and  to  depart 


(a)  6  Ding.  N.  C.  128 ;  5  ScoU,  798.       (d)  1  Dea.  746 ;  2  M.  & 
f  (6)  17  Yes.  369.  (•)  1  M.  &  A.  4ai ;  3  I>mu6( 

y  (e)  3  Bos.  &  P.  566.  (/)  1 M.  D.  6c  D.  396. 
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the  memorandum;  but  here  I  am  obliged  to  take  the  IMS. 

antecedent  and  the  subsequent  facts  altogether ;  and  it  msux 

appears  to  me  to  be  distinctly  made  out^  that  the  appli-  smxth. 

cation  was  first  of  all  made  by  Albin  to  Messrs.  Meux  Sbaoib 

Vm 

at  one  time,  and  to  Messrs  Seager  at  the  other,  to  ad-  Smith. 
vance  him  the  sum  of  1000/.  each,  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  him  to  take  the  house  from  Mr.  Gumey.  They 
both  agreed  to  do  it;  and  whether  there  was  more,  or 
less,  of  distinct  statement  or  apprehension  between  them 
as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  security  should  be  given, 
appears  to  me  to  be  quite  immaterial ;  because  you  must 
look  to  the  subsequent  evidence,  and  see  what  the  parties 
did.  Now  the  brewers  and  the  distillers  could  only 
have  from  Albin  that  sort  of  security  which  he  could 
g^ve,  by  means  of  the  estate  which  he  was  to  take  from 
Chimey.  Whether  it  was  an  assignment  by  Gumey 
to  AUnn  of  the  whole  lease  which  Gvmey  had,  or  whe- 
ther it  was  an  underlease  from  Chimey  to  Albin,  was  per- 
fectly immaterial ;  that  was  a  matter  between  Gumey  and 
Albin  ;  and,  in  point  of  fact,  they  arranged  that  matter 
between  themselves,  that  it  should  be  an  underlease 
from  Gumey  to  Albin.  The  parties  met  on  the  13th  of 
September,  and,  there  having  been  the  previous  promise 
given  by  Messrs.  Mevujc  for  themselves,  and  by  Messrs. 
Seager  for  themselves,  that  they  would  advance  the  sum 
of  lOOOZ.  each,  and  Gumey  being  indebted  to  them,  the 
whole  thing  is  completely  understood.  The  actual  ar- 
rangement was,  that  the  advance  to  Albin  should  be 
made  by  the  brewers  and  the  distillers  respectively 
writing  off  from  the  account  to  Gumey,  that  is,  paying 
to  Gumey,  each  of  them,  the  sum  of  1000/. ;  and  money 
paid  by  the  brewers  and  the  distillers  to  Gfumey  at  the 
request  of  Albin,-— or  money  set  off  in  favour  of  Gvmey 
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184d. 


Mbux 

V. 

Smith. 

StAOBR 

V. 

Smith. 


to  diminish  bis  debt,  at  tbe  request  of  Albin, — ^in  ; 
law,  seems  to  me  to  constitute  an  advance  to  AU 
which  Albin  would  be  responsible ;  and  so  the 
all  understood  it.  The  mode  in  which  the  tran 
was  accomplished  was  this,  that  on  a  given  c 
parties,  with  a  great  number  of  agents,  met,  and  tl 
exhibit  M.  is  in  effect  a  direction  by  Mr.  CaUou 
employers  to  give  Mr.  Gumey  1000/.  It  wai 
simultaneous  transaction  that  the  two  papers  M.  i 
were  delivered  to  Mr.  Gumey,  and  he  execut 
lease.  Now  whether  he  actually,  in  the  execul 
the  lease,  sealed  it  and  delivered  it  to  Hill,  the  c 
the  brewers*  solicitors,  or  sealed  it  and  said,  '' 
and  deliver  this  as  my  deed,''  and  then  deliverer 
HiU,  does  not  appear  to  me  to  amount  to  any  subs 
difference  because  it  was  all  one  transaction;  a 
appears  to  me,  that  the  creation  of  the  legal  estal 
simultaneous  with  the  creation  of  the  equitable  li 
the  brewers  and  the  distillers.  Now  it  is  observable 
whatever  might  be  said  of  these  two  papers,  the  bi 
and  the  distillers  had  actually  entered  into  the  co 
that  they  would  pay  the  two  sums  of  1000/.  each ; 
on  the  footing  of  their  undertaking  to  pay  these 
to  Mr.  Gumey  for  Mr.  Albin^  Mr.  Gumey  did  ac 
execute  the  lease,  and  caused  to  depart  from  himse 
legal  estate,  pro  tanto,  of  that  thing  which  he  orig 
held  by  virtue  of  the  legal  lease.  The  whole  wa^ 
ducted  bond  fde;  and,  these  two  documents  M.  a 
having  been  brought  to  the  difierent  parties,  they 
on  their  promise  at  once,  and  discharged  Gicnte 
count  to  the  amount  of  between  1000/.  and  2000/. 
I  do  not  myself  think,  that  the  mere  terms  of  tfa 
morandum,  which  was  only  given  as  part  of  the" 


CASES  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 

action,  are  to  have  the  effect  of  defeating  the  whole  of 
the  case ;  but  they  are  to  be  taken  rather  in  aid  of  the 
case ;  and,  though  the  thing  may  be  partially  misrepre- 
sentedy  the  substance  of  the  memorandum  tallies  with 
the  rest  of  the  evidence ;  and  my  opinion  therefore  is, 
that  these  gentlemen  have  in  their  different  suits  esta- 
blished their  right  to  have  the  equitable  lien,  which  was 
given  by  means  of  the  deposit,  on  the  whole  concern. 
I  do  not  think  that  any  thing  has  been  substantially 
alleged  against  the  ordinary  course  of  the  Court  in 
giving  the  costs.  It  is  really  founded  principally  on  a 
matter  of  fact,  and  law  arising  out  of  those  facts ;  and 
the  reason  alleged  why  the  assignees  should  not  pay  the 
costs  is  stated  in  effect  to  be  this,  that  they  have  plunged 
the  matter  into  confusion,  by  bringing  two  actions,  before 
they  had  taken  the  pains  to  ascertain  what  the  facts 
were. 
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Smith. 


Injunction  made  perpetual,  and  funds  in  Court 
ordered  to  be  transferred  to  plaintiffs. 


VOL.  II. 


3h 


M 

".  i 


INDEX 


CASES  IN   THIS  VOLUME, 


AND  TO  THOSE 


RELATING  TO  BANKRUPTCY  CONTAINED  IN  THE  FOLLOWING 
CONTEMPORANEOUS  REPORTS. 


Adolphus  and  Ellis,  vol.  12. 

Beavan,  vol.  3,  parts  2,  3,  and  4,  and  vol.  5, 

part  1. 
Bingham,  vol.  10. 

Carrington  and  Payne,  vol.  9,  part  5. 
Carrington  and  Marsham,  vol.  1. 
Connor  and  Lawson,  vol.  1.  and  vol.  2,  parts 

1  and  2. 
Craig  and  Phillips,  vol.  1 ,  part  2. 
Dowling^s  Practice  Cases,  New  Series,  vol.  2. 
Drury  and  Warren,  vols.  1  and  2,  and  vol.  3, 

part  1. 
Gale  and  Davison,  vol.  1,  parts  3  and  4,  and 

vol.  2. 


Hare,  vol.  1,  and  vol.  2,  parts  1,  2  and  3. 
Manning  and  Granger,  vols.  3  and  3,  and 

vol.  4,  part  1. 
Meeson  and  Welsby,  vols.  8,  9,  10,  and  vol. 

1 1 ,  part  1 . 
Moody  and  Robinson,  vol.  2,  part  3. 
Perry  and  Davison,  vol.  4,  parts  3,  4  and  5. 
Phillips,  vol.  1,  part  1. 
Scott's  New  Reports,  vols.  2, 3,  4,  and  vol.  6, 

parts  1,  2.  3,  4. 
Simons  Reporu,  vol.  10,  part  4,  vol.  U,  and 

vol.  12,  part  1. 
Yoange  and  CoUyer's  Reports  in  Chancery. 

vol.  1,  and  vol.  2,  parts  1  and  3. 


ABSENTING. 
See  Act  of  Bankruptcy. 

ACCOUNTANT   GENERAL  IN 
BANKRUPTCY. 

See  Extent. 

ACCRETION. 

See  Assignees. 

ACQUIESCENCE. 
Where  a  party,  at  the  time  of  the 


misapplication  of  a  trust  fund  by  the 
trustee,  was  cognizant  of  the  fact,  but 
had  then  no  right  or  interest  what- 
ever in  the  fund,  and  afterwards  ac- 
quired such  right  as  administrator  to 
the  cestui  que  trust:  Held,  that  his 
rights  as  administrator  were  not  af- 
fected by  such  previous  knowledge  on 
the  ground  of  acquiescence.  Where 
therefore  the  trustee  in  such  a  case 
became  bankrupt,  after  committing  a 
breach  of  trust,  the  administrator  of 
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the  cestui  que  trust  was  not  prevented 
from  proving  for  the  amount  of  the 
interest  on  the  trust  fund,  which  ac- 
crued due  in  the  lifetime  of  the  cestui 
que  trust.  Ex  parte  Smith,  2  M.  D. 
&  D.  113. 

ACT  OF  BANKRUPTCY. 

(Absenting,) 

Where  a  debtor,  upon  application 
made  to  him  by  creditors  for  payment 
of  their  debts,  made  appointments  with 
them  to  meet  him  at  specified  times 
and  places,  with  reference  to  a  settle- 
ment of  their  demands,  but  failed  to 
keep  such  appointments :  Held,  that 
the  failures  to  keep  the  appointments 
constituted  acts  of  bankruptcy,  al- 
though the  places  at  which  the  ap- 
pointments were  made  were  not  his 
usual  places  of  business.  Russell  v. 
Bell,  10  Mees.  &  Wels.  3i0. 

A  trader  having  attended  a  meeting 
of  his  creditors,  is  desired  by  them  to 
withdraw,  until  they  can  come  to  some 
resolution  on  the  state  of  his  affairs, 
heaccordingly  retires  to  an  outer  room, 
wliere  he  is  served  with  a  copy  of  a 
writ,  upon  which  he  abruptly  takes 
his  hat  and  leaves  the  place  of  meet- 
ing altogether,  not  returning  till  the 
L'xpiration  of  an  hour,  when  the 
meeting  had  broken  up.  Held,  that 
his  thus  absenting  himself  amounted 
to  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  Ex  parte 
Dean,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  127. 

Departure  from  home,  with  intent 
to  delay  creditors,  is  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, although  there  has  been  no 
delay   of  any   creditor.      Rouch    v. 


Great  fVtttem  Rmhcay  Com\ 
&  D.  68G. 

A  letter  therefore  writt 
trader  during  his  absence  frc 
stating  that  he  was  absent 
writs  that  were  out  agains 
admissible  evidence  of  an  act 
ruptcy,  without  proof  atiMndt 
such  writs  were  out,  or  thai 
imder  any  pressure  from  c 
Ibid. 

(Execution.) 
A  person  suflfering  judgi 
default  does  not  **  procure'*  h 
to  be  taken  under  sect.  3  o 
4.  c.  16.,  so  as  to  be  an  act  ( 
ruptcy,  although  his  goods  I 
wards  taken  in  execution  s 
upon  that  judgment.  Gibson 
1  Carr.  &  Mar.  458. 

A  person's  "  procuring"  hi 
to  be  taken    in    execution 
eflect  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
goods  are  actually  taken.     li 

{Fraudulent  Conveyance 
A  conveyance  hy  a  trader  c 
eflects  in  a  given  place  is  no 
of  bankruptcy,  unless  it  be 
that  he  has  no  other  property 
V.  Goble,  3  Scott  N.  R.  245 ; 
&  Gr.  92,  S.  C. 

See  Escrow. 

(Under  \  ^' 2  Fict.  c.  110. 

Where  the  petitioning  credi 
ceeded  under  the  1  &  2  Vict. 
s.  8,  and  for  the  period  of  a  il 
of  the  twenty-one  days  Hmite< 
statute  for  the  payment  of  tl 
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kept  out  of  the  way  to  avoid  receiving 
it,  and  during  his  absence,  the  debtor 
made  a  tender  of  the  whole  debt  to 
the  managing  clerk  of  the  petitioning 
creditor  :  Held,  that  he  concerted  the 
act  of  bankruptcy,  and  that  he  could 
not  support  a  fiat  against  his  debtor 
for  non-payment  of  the  money  with- 
in the  twenty-one  days.  Ex  parte 
Gratton,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  401. 

When  a  public  company  proceed 
under  the  act,  it  must  be  proved  that 
some  person  was  duly  authorized  by 
them  to  demand  the  payment  of  the 
debt.     Ibid. 

Sembie,  also,  that  where  the  proceed- 
ings are  taken  under  the  statute  by 
the  petitioning  creditor,  not  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  the  payment  of 
his  own  debt,  but  to  compel  the 
bankrupt  to  satisfy  the  alleged  debt 
of  a  third  person,  the  fiat  cannot  be 
supported.     Ibid, 

Quctre,  whether  in  the  computation 
of  the  twenty-one  days  mentioned  in 
the  1  &  2  yict.  c.  110.  s.  8.  the  day 
on  which  the  notice  is  served  is  to  be 
included.  Gibson  v.  Muskett,  3  Scott 
N.C.  429;  4  Man.  &  Gr.  160,  S.C. 

A  commissioner  who  has  approved 
of  the  security  offered  by  a  debtor, 
under  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  IIQ.  s.  8.  is 
functus  (jfficio,  and  cannot  revoke  his 
approval.  Quare,  if  he  may  impose 
upon  the  debtor  the  terms  of  giving 
the  creditor  two  days'  notice  before 
offering  security.  Ex  parte  Neale,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  G20. 

{Pleading.) 

If  in  an  action  of  trover  by  the 


assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  the  defen- 
dant plead  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not 
assignees,  the  plaintiffs  may  upon 
that  issue  give  evidence  of  any  act  of 
bankruptcy  committed  before  the  date 
of  the  fiat,  although  such  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy be  later  in  date  than  the  trans- 
action which  is  relied  on  as  the  con- 
version by  the  defendant.  Gibson  v. 
King,  1  Car.  &  Mar.  458. 

{Concerted.) 
See  Annulling. 


{Evidence  of.) 


Under  joint  fiat,  by  production  of 
proceedings  under  separate  fiat.  Ex 
parte  Sharp,  2  M.  D,  8e  D.  350. 

(Effect  of,) 

Act  of  bankruptcy  occurring  be- 
tween conditional  and  absolute  orders 
under  5  8c  6  Will.  4.  c.  5o.  prevents 
judgment  creditor  from  obtaining 
priority.  Burt  v.  Barnard,  2  Conn. 
&Law.  271. 

Proceedings  in  insolvency  not  su- 
perseded by  subsequent  bankruptcy. 
Sidebothavi  v.  Barrington,  3  Bea.  524, 

ACTIONS  AND  SUITS. 

See    Assignees  —  Bankruptcy  — 

Pleading. 

ADVERTISEMENT. 

(Staj^ing.) 

Qitcerc,  whether  the  court  will,  on 

the  application  of  the  bankrupt,  make 

an  order  to  stay  the  advertisement, 

where  the  bankrupt  has  presented  no 


798 


Annmtff. 


INDEX. 


AmtuUmg  Fiai. 


petition  to  annul  the  fiat.     Ex  parie 
Pkkitock,2M.D.&D.3\9. 

ADJUDICATION. 

See  COMMISSIONBB. 

AFFIDAVIT. 
See  Practice — Servant. 

AFFIDAVIT  OF  CONFORMITY. 

See  Certificate. 

ALLOWANCE. 

See  Bankrupt. 

ANNUITY. 

A.  and  J3.,  for  a  valuable  consider- 
ation paid  to  them,  join  with  C.  as 
their  surety  in  granting  an  annuity  to 
D. ;  and  the  three  jointly  and  two 
of  them  separately  covenant  that  the 
three,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  shall 
well  and  truly  pay  the  annuity.  A 
warrant  of  attorney  of  even  dale  with 
the  indenture  was  also  given  by  the 
three  as  a  collateral  security,  and  it 
was  thereby  declared  that  the  judg- 
ment to  be  entered  up  on  the  warrant 
of  attorney  should  be  considered  as  a 
further  security  to  D,  :  A.  and  B. 
afterwards  became  bankrupts. 

HeUf  1st.  that  D,  might  prove 
against  the  estate  of  A.  and  B.y  for 
the  value  of  the  annuity. 

2nd.  That  the  covenant  to  pay  the 
annuity  was  not  merged  in  the  judg- 
ment. £x  parte  PamcU,  2  M.  D.  & 
D.  273. 

On  a  petition  that  the  property  on 
which  an  annuity  is  charged  should 


be  sold  for  the  payment  of  the  Talae 
of  the  annuity,  the  court  will  refer  it 
to  the  commissioner  to  ascertain  in 
the  first  instance,  whether  the  peti- 
tioner has  a  valid  security  on  the 
premises,  on  which  the  annuity  is 
alleged  to  be  charged.  Em  parte 
Siuart,  2  M.  D.  &.  D.  540. 

A  bankrupt,  previous  to  his  mar* 
riage,  became  bound  to  trustees  in  the 
penal  sum  of  ^3000,  conditioned  for 
payment  to  them  by  his  executors  of 
an  annuity  of  £150,  in  case  his  in« 
tended  wife  should  survive  him,  in 
trust  for  her  use  and  benefit.  The 
bankrupt  and  his  wife  were  both 
living.  HeU  that  the  trustees  could 
prove  for  the  value  of  the  annuity, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  54th  sec- 
tion of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  although  it 
was  not  an  annuity  in  possession.  Ex 
parte  Broadley,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  5ft4. 

ANNULLING  FIAT. 

( JVhere  issued  with  improper  object.) 
Where  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was 
concerted  between  the  solicitor,  the 
petitioning  creditor,  and  the  bank- 
rupt, for  the  sole  purpose  of  defeating 
an  execution  creditor,  and  the  soli- 
citor was  the  prime  mover  of  the 
plot,  the  fiat  was  annulled  with  costs 
as  against  the  solicitor,  the  bankrupt* 
and  the  petitioning  creditor.  Ex  p&rie 
Bamett,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  325. 

Although  a  fiat  may  be  concerted 
between  the  bankrupt  and  the  peti- 
tioning creditor,  and  may  be  lawfully 
issued  to  defeat  an  execution,  still  if 
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the  main  object  is  to  serve  the  pur- 
poses of  the  bankrupt  and  the  peti- 
tioning creditor,  and  not  for  the  be- 
nefit of  the  general  creditors,  it  will 
be  annulled.  Ex  parte  Spicer,  2  M^ 
D.  &  D.  388. 

(For  want  of  good  Petitiomng  Creditors 
Debt.) 
Where    the   petitioning  creditor's 
debt  was  found  to  be  invalid^  and  no 
debt  of  sufficient  amount  to  support 
the  fiat,  and  incurred  not  anterior  to  ' 
the     alleged    petitioning    creditor's 
debt  had  been  proved  so  as  to  be 
substituted  on  the  proceedings,  the  , 
fiat  was  annulled  on  the  petition  of  ! 
the  assignees,  and  without  any  prayer 
to  issue  a  new  fiat,  the  bankrupt  not 
being  indebted  to  them  either  sepa-  I 
rately  or  jointly  in  a  sufficient  amount  ; 
to  support  a  fiat.     Ex  parte  Hawkins, 
2  M.  D.  &  D.  320. 
See  PfiTiTiONiNO  Creditor's  Debt. 

{For  Misnomer  in  Fiat,) 
See  Misnomer. 

{Separate  Fiat.) 
A     separate    commission     issued  ' 
against  J.  and  a  joint  commission  I 
against  A.  B,  and  C,  but  inasmuch 
as  there  was  some  difficulty  in  the 
proof  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  upon 
which    the    joint    commission    was 
founded,  the  Court  refused  to  super- 
sede the  former  commission,  but  or- 
dered it  to  be  suspended  with  liberty 
to  the  parties  to  apply.     In  re  Beale, 
2  Dr.  &  W.  666. 


A  separate  fiat  was  annulled  in 
favour  of  a  subsequent  joint  one,  not- 
withstanding the  separate  estate  was 
more  important  than  the  joint  estate^ 
and  one  of  the  bankrupts  intended  to 
dispute  his  bankruptcy.  Ex  parte 
Burdkkin,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  187, 

{Trust  deed.) 
When  a  fiat  will  be  annulled  to 
give  effect  to  a  trust  deed.     Ex  parte 
Yates,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  123. 

{Fiats  against  Infants,) 
See  Infant. 

{At  whose  instance  and  under  what 
circumstances.) 

A  trader,  against  whom  a  fiat  is 
issued,  canvasses  for  particular  indi- 
viduals in  the  choice  of  assignees; 
he  also  negotiates  on  behalf  of  a  re- 
lative for  the  purchase  of  a  part  of 
the  estate  from  the  assignees.  Held, 
that  these  were  sufficient  acts  of  ac« 
quiescence  in  the  fiat,  to  prevent  his 
succeeding  on  a  petition  to  annuls 
although  the  assignees  do  not  satis- 
factorily establish  the  commission  of 
an  act  of  bankruptcy.  Ex  parte 
Grundy,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  589. 

Where  a  creditor  petitioned  to 
annul  a  fiat  eight  months  after  it  had 
been  issued,  on  the  ground  that  the 
bankrupt  was  not  a  trader,  and  a 
final  dividend  had  been  made,  and 
the  bankrupt  had  obtained  his  certi- 
ficate, and  no  cause  was  assigned  for 
the  delay,  the  petition  was  dismissed 
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with  costs.  Ex  parte  HUl,  %  M.  D. 
&  D.  557. 

The  Court  will  not  entertain  a  pe- 
tition of  a  relative  of  the  bankrupt  to 
annul  the  fiat  on  the  alleged  ground 
that  his  remaining  abroad  was  with- 
out any  intention  to  delay  his  credi- 
tors when  the  petition  is  presented 
without  the  bankrupt*s  privity,  and  he 
himself  makes  no  affidavit  on  the 
subject.  Ex  parte  Rhodes,  2  M.  1).  Sc 
D.  41. 

Where  the  bankrupt,  after  the 
death  of  the  petitioning  creditor,  pre- 
sented a  petition  to  annul  the  fiat, 
disputing  both  the  trading  and  the 
debt;  and  it  appeared  that  his  state- 
ment as  to  the  trading  conflicted 
witli  his  deposition  on  this  subject 
before  the  Commissioners,  the  Court 
refused  to  annul,  more  than  two  years 
having  elapsed  since  the  issuing  of 
the  fiat.  Ex  parte  Ford,  2  M.  D.  & 
D.  111. 

Quare,  whether  the  Court  of  Re- 
view has  concurrent  jurisdiction  with 
Lord  Chancellor  to  annul  fiats.  At- 
kinson v.  Raleigh,  2  Gale  &  Dav. 
611. 

{Costs  of  Annulling.) 
See  Costs. 

APPROPRIATION    OF    PAY- 

MENTS. 

See  Surety. 

ARBITRATION. 
Submission  to,  not  revoked  by  bank- 
ruptcy. 

See  Bankruptcy. 


ASSIGNEES. 

{Acquiescence  of.) 
See  Second  Fiat. 

{Adoption  of  contract  bj 
Assumpsit  by  the  aasigne< 
H.,  a  bankrupt.  The  dec 
stated  that  T.  H.,  before  he 
bankrupt,  at  the  request  of 
fendant,  bargained  for  and  ag 
buy  from  the  defendant  200 
ters  skreened  Odessa  linseed, 
rate  of  30s.  lOtL  &  quarter,  : 
board  at  Odessa,  tbc  shipmen 
made  on  board  the  buyer's  ve 
arrival  at  Odessa;  which  ves 
to  be  forthwith  chartered  for 
and  the  amount  of  invoice  wa 
paid  on  handing  over  the  sar 
the  bill  of  lading  to  the  bu; 
London,  in  ready  money,  less 
cent,  discount.  The  declaratic 
averred  that  T.  H.  did,  after  i 
of  the  promise,  and  before  the 
ruptcy,  forthwith  dispatch  a  ve 
Odessa,  chartered  by  him, 
vessel  arrived  at  Odessa  wi 
reasonable  time;  that  the  vcsj 
rived  at  Odessa  afler  the  bank 
of  T.  //.,  and  within  a  reas 
time  after  such  arrival  was 
and  willing  to  receive  the  1 
on  board,  and  that  one  R.  h 
master  of  the  vessel,  was  reac 
willing  to  deliver  to  the  def 
bills  of  lading  for  the  linse 
which  the  defendant  had  notic 
was  requested  by  the  said  R.  I 
agent  of  the  plaintifis  in  that  1 
to  deliver  the  linseed  on  boa 
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vessel ;  that  the  defendant  refused 
to  deliver  the  linseed  on  board  the 
vessel,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  reason 
whereof  tlie  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of 
T.  //.,  had  sustained  damage.  The 
declaration  then  went  on  to  allege, 
that  although  the  defendant  had  notice 
of  the  bankruptcy,  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  being  duly  appointed  his 
assignees,  were,  within  a  reasonable 
time,  ready  and  willing  and  then 
tendered  and  offered  to  pay  for  the 
linseed,  and  then  requested  the  de- 
fendant to  hand  over  to  them  bills  of 
lading  for  the  linseed  in  London,  yet 
the  defendant  wholly  refused   to  do 

80. 

Plea,  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not, 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  the 
bankrupty  of  T,  //.,  and  the  arrival 
of  the  vessel  at  Odessa,  give  notice 
to  the  defendant  of  their  intention 
to  adopt  the  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  linseed,  and  to  abide  by 
the  terms  thereof. 

Held,  on  special  demurrer, 

1 .  That  the  declaration  disclosed  a 
good  ground  of  action,  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover. 

2.  That  the  matter  contained  in 
the  plea  formed  no  answer  to  the 
action.  Gibson  v,  Carntthers,  8  Mees. 
&  Wels.  321. 

{Advance  to  Bankrvpt.) 

To  defend  prosecution  for  felony 
must  be  by  consent  oC  all  the  assig- 
nees. Ex  parte  Scholefieldy  2  M.  D. 
&  D.  644. 


{Choke.) 
Where  the  Commissioners,  at  the 
election  of  assignees,  rejected  votes 
which  would  have  turned  the  choice, 
on  the  ground  that  the  creditors  ten- 
dering them  had  an  adverse  interest 
to  the  general  body  of  creditors,  the 
Court  set  aside  the  choice  which  had 
been  ratified  by  the  Commissioners, 
and,  without  directing  a  new  one, 
declared  the  assignees  elected  by  the 
majority  duly  chosen.  Ex  parte 
Staltard,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  469. 

{Costs.) 

Assignees  pay  costs  of  issue  un- 
successfully contested  by  them  under 
Interpleader  Act.  Melville  v.  Sttiark, 
3  Scott,  N.  C.  357. 

{Election  bi/.) 

A  parol  lease  is  within  6  Geo.  4. 
c.  16.  s.  75. 

Queerer  whether,  u\K>n  a  petition 
under  this  section,  the  Court  has 
jurisdiction  to  give  the  landlord  his 
costs.  Ex  parte  Hopton,  2  M.  D.  & 
D.  347. 

{Injunction.) 

Assignees  restrained,  at  suit  of  de- 
fendant, a  creditor,  from  prosecuting 
an  action  to  which  there  is  a  good 
legal  defence.  Ex  parte  Pearce,  2 
M.  D.&  D.  142. 

{Laches.) 
See  Laches. 
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{MarshaUmg  on  Mai/ of,) 
See  MoRTOAOE. 

(Official.) 
See  Official  Assignee. 


(As  to  Property  of  Bankrupt's  Hyis,) 
See  Married  Woman. 

{Js  to  property  and  rights  of  action 
passing  or  not  passing  to  assignees,) 

Goodwill  passes  to  assignees,  so 
far  as  it  is  local.  Ex  parte  Thomas^  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  294. 

A  customer  deposits  with  a  banker 
two  bills  for  1000/.,  indorsed  by  him, 
for  the  amount  of  which  it  was 
agreed  he  should  draw,  the  bankers 
refusing  to  discount  them.  The 
customer  only  draws  for  65L,  and 
the  bankers  employ  a  broker  to  dis- 
count the  bills,  and  became  bankrupt 
in  less  than  three  weeks  afler  they 
were  originally  deposited  with  them 
by  the  customer.  Held,  that  the  cus- 
tomer was  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of 
the  bills.  Ej  parte  Edwards,  2  M. 
D.  &  D.  625. 

Dividend  warrants,  on  which  the 
bankrupts,  in  their  character  of  stock 
brokers,  were  entrusted  to  receive 
the  dividends,  and  which  they  had 
pledged  for  their  own  debt,  were  or- 
dered to  be  delivered  up  to  trustees 
who  had  employed  the  bankrupts  as 
their  broker.  Ex  parte  Gregory ^  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  613. 

Trespass  for  breaking  and  enter- 
ing the  dwelling  house  and  garden  of 
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the  plaiotiff,  and    making  a  great 
noise  and  disturbance  tberein»&c.&c. 
whereby  the  plaintiff  and  his  fiuoSy 
were  greatly  harassed,  disturbedy  and 
annoyed  in  the  peaceable  possessioD 
of  the  dwelling-house.      Plea,   that 
after  the  trespass,  and  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff 
liad  become  bankrupt,  and  one  W.  P. 
was    appointed    assignee,    whereby 
and  by  virtue  of  the  statutes,  &c 
the  said  cause  of  action  vested  in  the 
said  W.  P.    Ileldf  on  general  demur- 
rer, that  the  plea  was  bad.    Spemce  v. 
Rogers,  llMees.  &  Wels.  191. 

Quare,  whether  it  would  have  been 
good  if  it  had  been  shown  that  the 
locus  in  quo  passed  to  the  assignees. 
Ibid. 

A.  agreed,  in  writing,  with  B*  and 
C,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  A, 
as  partners  in  the  business  of  type* 
founders,  faithfully  to  serve  them, 
and  the  survivor  of  them,  for  seven 
years,  as  their  foreman,  and  not  to 
engage  in  trade  on  his  own  account 
for  that  period  without  their  consent; 
and  B.  and  C.  agreed  to  pay  him 
wages  after  the  rate  of  31.  3s.  weekly 
as  long  as  he  should  serve  them 
faithfully.  Held,  that  tlie  right  of 
action  for  a  breach  of  this  agreement, 
by  dismissal  of  A.  from  their  service 
without  reasonable  cause,  did  not 
pass  to  the  assignees  of  A.  on  his 
bankruptcy,  the  contract  relating  to 
the  employment  of  the  personal  skill 
and  labour  of  the  bankrupt,  and  the 
damages  for  the  breach  of  it  being 
composed  pardy  of  the  personal  in« 
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convenience  to  himself,  and  partly  of 
the  consequential  loss  to  his  personal 
estate.  Beckham  v.  Drake,  8  Mees. 
&  Wels.  846. 

A.  agreed  in  writing  with  B,  and 
C,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  D., 
as  partners  in  trade,  to  serve  them, 
B.  and  C,  and  the  survivor  of  them, 
for  seven  years,  as  their  foreman,  and 
not  to  engage  in  trade  on  his  own 
account,  during  that  period,  without 
their  consent;  and  B.  and  C.  agreed 
to  pay  him  wages  after  the  rate  of 
3L  3s.  per  week,  so  long  as  he  should 
serve  them  faithfully.  Held,  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  (reversing  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer), that  the  right  of  action  for  a 
breach  of  the  agreement,  by  the  dis- 
missal of  ^.  from  the  service,  without 
reasonable  cause,  passed  to  the  assig- 
nees of  A,  on  his  bankruptcy,  as 
being  part  of  his  personal  estate 
whereof  a  profit  might  be  raade^ 
Drake  v.  Beckham,  11  Mees.  &  Wels. 
315. 

The  right  of  action  for  the  seduc- 
tion of  a  servant  does  not  pass  to  the 
master's  assignees  on  his  bankruptcy. 
Howard  v.  Crawther,  8  Mee.  &  W. 
601. 

And  see  Limitation  over—  Mort- 
gage. 

{Purchases  by,  of  bankrupt's  property,) 
In  January,  1 820,  A,  and  B,,  who 
held  more  than  one-third  o£  the  shares 
in  a  Cornish  mine,  which  was  then  a 
losing  concern,  and  the  shares  were 
of  very  little  if  of  any  value^  became 


bankrupt.  At  a  meeting  of  the  other 
shareholders,  held  in  February,  at 
which  G.,  though  not  then  a  share- 
holder, was  present,  it  was  resolved, 
in  order  to  prevent  the  mines  from 
being  abandoned,  and  the  injury 
which  the  neighbourhood  would  sus- 
tain thereby,  that  a  new  company 
should  be  formed,  consisting  of  old 
shareholders,  and  of  persons  who 
miglit  be  inclined  to  purchase  shares 
in  the  mines,  and  that  for  the  secu- 
rity of  the  latter,  the  mines  should  be 
sold  under  a  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Stannaries,  and  the  debts  of  the 
mines  paid  with  the  proceeds. 
Shortly  afterwards  G.  was  appointed 
assignee  of  the  bankrupts,  and  then, 
in  order  to  avoid  the  responsibility 
of  continuing  to  hold  their  shares,  he 
relinquished  them  under  counsel's 
advice.  Afterwards  the  shares  were 
disposed  of  amongst  old  and  new 
adventurers,  and  G.,  who  had  pro- 
posed to  the  trustees  for  the  defend- 
ant, then  a  minor,  to  take  some  of 
the  shares,  agreed  to  take  eleven  for 
himself  and  friends,  and  at  the  same 
time  the  trustees  authorized  him  to 
take  four  shares  for  the  defendant. 
The  mine  was  afterwards  sold  in  the 
Court  of  Stannaries  to  G.,  on  behalf 
of  the  new  company.  The  purchase 
money  was  paid  into  Courts  and  then 
applied  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  mine. 
Soon  afterwards  the  defendant  came 
of  age,  and  his  agents  paid  G.  for  the 
four  shares,  at  the  rate  at  which  he 
had  purchased  the  eleven,  and  the 
four  shares  were  transferred  into  the 
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defendant's  name.  The  mine  con- 
tinued to  be  a  losing  concern  to  the 
new  company  until  after  they  had 
prevailed  on  the  defendant,  who  was 
the  owner  of  the  freehold,  to  accept 
a  surrender  of  the  lease  under  which 
it  had  been  held,  and  to  grant  a  new 
lease  at  reduced  dues,  and  including 
new  mining  ground.  Afterwards  G. 
was  removed  from  the  assignceship, 
and  a  renewed  commission  was 
issued,  under  which  the  plaintiff  was 
chosen  assignee  of  the  bankrupts. 

Notwithstanding  the  term  granted 
by  the  old  lease  had  long  expired, 
and  the  defendants  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  bankruptcy,  and  fifteen  years 
had  elapsed,  during  which  there  had 
been  a  large  expenditure  on  the 
mines,  the  Court  declared  the  de- 
fendant to  be  a  trustee  of  his  shares 
in  the  mine,  including  tlie  new 
ground,  and  decreed  him  to  account 
for  and  pay  the  plaintiff  the  profits 
thereof.  Turner  \.Tr dawn t/,  12  Sim. 
49. 

{Suits  pending  at  Bankruptcy.) 
See  Bankruptcy. 

(Remorcal  of,) 
On  a  petition  by  the  bankrupt  for 
the  removal  of  one  of  two  assignees, 
where  it  appeared  that  he  was  a 
mere  instrument  in  the  hands  of  the 
other  assignee,  and  that  the  petition 
was  got  up  between  them  in  collu- 
sion, and  out  of  a  spirit  of  hostile 
opposition  to  the  assignee,  against 
whom  it  was  presented,  the  petition 


was  dismissed.  Semhle,  that  a  bank- 
rupt may  petition  for  die  removal  of 
an  assignee,  although  his  estate  may 
not  be  expected  to  produce  a  sur- 
plus. Exparte  Oakes,  2  M.  D.  &  D. 
60. 

Semblef  that  a  creditor,  who  has 
not  proved  before  the  Commissioners, 
may  petition  for  the  removal  of  an 
assignee,  but  if  be  do  not  himself,  in 
support  of  his  petition,  make  an  affi- 
davit of  his  debt,  the  petition  will  be 
dismissed  with  costs.  Ex  parte  Bar- 
nett,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  692. 

Where  an  assignee  has  sold  bis 
debt  to  a  creditor,  who  was  adverse 
to  the  fiat,  he  was  ordered  to  be  re- 
moved, and  a  new  one  chosen  in  his 
room,  and  he  was  restrained  from 
voting  in  the  choice  of  the  new  as- 
signee. Ex  parte  Stagg^  2  M.  D.  & 
D.  186. 

Where  the  amount  of  a  creditors 
debt,  which  would  have  turned  the 
choice  of  assignees^  was  not  disputed 
on  his  application  to  prove  it  before 
the  Commissioners,  but  the  proof 
was  opposed  by  the  solicitor  who 
issued  the  fiat,  on  an  invalid  objec- 
tion, which  induced  the  Commission- 
ers to  reject  the  proof,  and  they  re- 
fused to  adjourn  the  choice  for  a 
reasonable  time  to  enable  the  cre- 
ditor to  produce  an  unnecessary  do- 
cument, the  production  of  which  was 
insisted  upon  by  the  Coramiasioners, 
and  the  whole  proceedings  appeared 
to  be  a  stratagem  of  the  solicitor  to 
hurry  on  the  choice  of  assignees,  and 
to  prevent  the  creditor  from  voting 
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in  such  choice,  a  new  choice  was 
directed.  Ex  parte  Spitler,  2  M.  D. 
&  D.  43. 

{Tuk  to  Property  sold  by.) 
Assignees  of  a  bankrupt  agreed  to 
sell  a  part  of  his  estate,  and  filed 
a  bill  for  specific  performance.  It 
turned  out  that  the  estate  was  vested 
in  assignees  under  a  previous  insol- 
vency. After  the  Master  had  made 
his  report  upon  a  reference  as  to  title, 
the  assignees  in  insolvency  offered  to 
concur  in  the  sale.  Held,  that  a  good 
title  could  be  made.  Sidebotham  v. 
Barringion,  4  Beav.  110. 

ATTORNEY. 

(Power  of,) 
Assumpsit  by  husband  and  wife  for 
money  lent  to  the  defendant  by  the 
wife  while  she  was  sole  and  unmar- 
ried. Plea,  that  B,  the  husband  be- 
came bankrupt,  and  that  his  assignees 
were  duly  appointed,  and  accepted 
the  appointment,  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit;  by  reason 
whereof  the  assignees  became  en- 
titled to  the  supposed  debts  and 
causes  of  action  in  the  declaration 
mentioned.  Replication,  that  before 
the  intermarriage  of  the  plaintifls, 
and  whilst  C.  the  wife  was  sole  and 
unmarried,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  by  an  in- 
denture then  made  between  the  said 
JB.  of  the  1st  part,  the  said  C,  of  the 
2nd  part,  and  T.  H,  and  K.  T,  J,  of 
the  third  part  (being  a  settlement  en- 
tered into  before  the  intermarriage 
of  the  plaintiffs),  the  sums  of  money 


in  the  declaration  mentioned  were  as- 
signed to  the  said  Jl.  H,  and  R,  T,  J, 
to  have,  receive,  and  recover,  and  to 
hold  the  same  upon  certain  trusts  in 
the  indenture  mentioned,  in  favour 
of  the  said  C,  and  for  her  sole  and 
separate  use  during  her  life,  and  for 
the  child  and  children  of  the  intended 
ma  rriage.  The  replication  then  stated, 
that  the  plaintiffs  appointed  T,  H.  and 
R,  T,  J,  as  their  attornies  to  recover 
the  said  sum  for  the  defendant,  for 
the  purpose  of  holding  the  same  upon 
the  trusts  aforesaid;  and  the  action 
was  commenced  and  prosecuted  in 
the  names  of  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  in- 
stance and  by  the  direction  of  the 
said  T,  H.  and  Jl.  T,  J.  by  virtue  of 
the  power  given  to  them,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  recovering,  receiving,  and 
holding  the  said  sums  of  money  as 
the  trustees  mentioned  in  the  said 
indenture,  and  upon  the  trusts  in  fa- 
vour of  the  said  C,  and  of  the  chil- 
dren of  the  said  marriage,  and  not 
for  the  use  or  benefit  of  the  plaintiff 
£.,  or  of  his  creditors  under  the  fiat. 
Held,  on  demurrer,  that  the  replica- 
tion was  good,  and  that  the  debt  did 
not  pass  to  the  assignees  under  the 
bankruptcy  of  the  husband,  but  must 
be  sued  for  by  the  husband  and  wife. 
Parnham  v.  Hurst,  8  Mees.  &  Wels. 
743. 

(Warrant  of.) 
See  Warrant  OF  Attorney. 

BANKER. 
See  Assignees. 
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BANKING  COMPANY. 

In  an  action  against  the  public 
officer  of  a  banking  copartnership, 
the  Court  set  aside  the  plea  of  the 
defendant's  bankruptcy,  on  the  plain- 
tiffs undertaking  not  to  sue  out  exe- 
cution personally  against  the  defend- 
ant, his  lands  or  goods.  Steward  v. 
Dunn,  11  Mees.  &  Wels.  63 ;  2  Dowl. 
Pr.Ca.  N.S.  742,5.  C. 

May  prove  against  one  of  its  mem- 
bers.   Re  Caldecott,  2  M.  D.  &  D. 

ses. 

The  bankrupt  was  a  member  of  a 
joint  stock  banking  company,  and 
kept  an  account  with  the  bank  as  a 
customer ;  at  the  time  of  his  bank- 
ruptcy he  was  indebted  to  the  bank 
to  a  considerable  balance  beyond  the 
value  of  his  shares  in  the  bank,  and 
some  other  property  on  which  the 
company  had  a  lien.  Held,  that  this 
balance  constituted  a  proveable  debt. 
Ex  parte  Wallis,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  201. 

(Reputed  ownership  of  Shares  in, 

held  on  trust.) 

See  Trust. 

BANKRUPT. 
A  trader,  against  whom  a  Rat  is 
issued,  canvasses  for  particular  in- 
dividuals in  the  choice  of  assignees ; 
he  also  negociates  on  behalf  of  a 
relative  for  the  purchase  of  a  part  of 
the  estate  from  the  assignees.  Held, 
that  these  were  sufficient  acts  of  ac- 
quiescence in  the  fiat  to  prevent  his 
succeeding  on  a  petition  to  annul, 
although  the  assignees  do  not  satis- 


factorily establish  the  commission  of 
an   act  of  bankruptcy.      Ex  parte 
Grundy,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  589. 
See  Annulling. 

A  bankrupt,  who  was  abroad  when 
the  commission  was  issued,  afler  the 
lapse  of  many  years  relumed  to 
England  and  obtained  an  order  for 
leave  to  surrender  and  pass  his  last 
examination;  he  accordingly  went 
down  from  London  to  Liverpool  to 
attend  the  Commissioners  for  this 
purpose ;  but  not  one  expressed  any 
wish  or  intention  to  examine  him; 
and  the  Commissioners,  after  taking 
his  surrender,  adjourned  the  last  ex- 
amination for  three  months,  but  not 
at  the  request  of  the  bankrupt.  Held, 
that  the  bankrupt's  non-attendance  at 
the  adjourned  meeting  did  not  de- 
prive him  of  his  right  to  an  order  on 
the  assignees  under  the  1 23d  section 
of  6  Geo,  4.  c.  IG,  to  declare  how 
they  had  disposed  of  his  real  and 
personal  estate.  Ex  parte  Tarlcton, 
2  M.  D.  &  D.  189. 

Where  it  appeared  that  a  bankrupt 
was  by  reason  of  lunacy  (though  not 
found  by  inquisition)  incompetent  to 
make  the  usual  affidavit  that  his  cer- 
tificate and  the  consent  of  the  cre- 
ditors to  his  discharge  had  been  ob- 
tained without  fraud,  his  own  affi- 
davit was  dispensed  with;  but  in 
such  a  case  an  affidavit  to  the  above 
effect  must  be  made  by  some  one 
else.  Ex  parte  May,  2  M.  D.  &  D. 
381. 

The  Court  will  decline  making  any 
order  on  the  assignees  for  the  pay- 
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ment  of  the  bankrupt's  allowance 
until  the  amount  is  ascertained  by 
the  Corotnissioners.  Ex  parte  Heron, 
»M.D.8c  D.  648. 

In  an  action  by  the  assignees  for  a 
debt  due  to  the  estate,  Held,  that  the 
bankrupt  was  a  competent  witness, 
and  might  prove  by  parol  that  he 
had  released  the  surplus  of  the 
estate  without  producing  or  other- 
wise proving  any  deed  of  release. 
Lucas  V.  Eades,  9,  Dowl.  P.C.  N.S.  424. 

A  defendant,  who  has  become  bank- 
rupt and  obtained  his  certificate  after 
trial  and  verdict  against  him,  has  a 
right  to  set  it  aside  for  want  of  a 
sufficient  notice  of  trial,  although  his 
estate  is  insolvent,  and  his  assignees 
are  no  parties  to  the  application. 
Shepherd  v.  Thompson,  9  Mees.  & 
Wela.  110. 

The  bankrupt  being  indicted  for  a 
conspiracy  to  obtain  goods  by  false 
pretences,  swore  that  he  was  innocent 
of  the  charge,  and  that  if  he  was 
convicted  the  estate  would  be  greatly 
damnified,  as  the  prosecutor  would 
be  enabled  to  prove  for  a  large  sum 
under  the  fiat ;  he  therefore  applied 
for  an  order,  that  his  assignees  might 
advance  him  1000/.  to  defend  himself 
against  the  indictment ;  to  which  ap- 
plication one  of  the  assignees  ob- 
jected, and  the  two  others  merely 
expressed  their  willingness  to  submit 
to  any  order  of  the  Court.  Held, 
that  such  an  order  could  not  be  made 
without  the  consent  of  all  the  assig- 
nees. Ex  parte  SchoUfield,  %  M.  D. 
&  D.  644. 


It  is  no  objection  to  the  allowance 
of  the  bankrupt's  certificate,  that  he 
has  received  money  since  his  bank- 
ruptcy as  a  surveyor^  for  valuing 
tithes,  which  he  has  not  accounted 
for  to  his  assignees,  such  money  being 
considered  as  the  fruits  of  his  per- 
sonal labour.  Ex  parte  Walters,  2 
M.  D.  &  D,  635. 

BANKRUPTCY. 

{Act  of.) 
See  Act  of  Bankeuptcy. 

(Actions  and  Suits  pending  at  the 
Time  of.) 

One  of  two  coplaintiffs  having  be- 
come bankrupt^  and  the  other  ap- 
pearing, on  the  motion  of  the  defend- 
ant to  dismiss  for  want  of  prosecution, 
and  declining  to  proceed  with  the 
cause,  the  bill  was  dismissed  with 
costs.  Kilminster  v.  Pratt,  1  Hare, 
632. 

Upon  the  bankruptcy  of  a  defend- 
ant in  a  copartnership  suit,  the  Court 
declined  to  make  an  order  that  a 
supplemental  bill  should  be  filed 
within  a  given  time  against  the  as- 
signees, or  the  bill  stand  dismissed. 
Manson  v.  Burton,  1  Y.  &  C.  N.  C. 

Where  a  verdict  is  taken  for  the 
plaintiff,  subject  to  a  special  case,  and 
before  the  case  is  settled  the  defend- 
ant becomes  bankrupt,  the  Court  will 
not  order  that  a  verdict  be  entered 
for  the  defendant,  unless  the  plaintiff 
proceed  with  the  case ;  but  they  will 
set  aside  the  nominal  verdict,  and 
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direct  a  new  trial,  unless  both  parties 
consent  to  a  sUt  processus, — Cot  lam 
V.  Partridge,  2  Man.  &  Gr.  843 ;  3 
Scott,  N.R.  174,  5.  C. 

(At  bit  ration,  how  affected  6y.) 

In  a  submission  to  arbitration  by 
order  in  Nisi  Prius  in  an  action  be- 
tween A,  and  B.,  it  is  stipulated  that  a 
certain  sum  of  money  shall  be  placed 
by  B.  in  the  hands  of  C,  the  arbi- 
trator, to  abide  the  event  of  the 
award.  B.,  after  placing  the  sum  in 
the  hands  of  C,  becomes  bankrupt. 
The  submission  is  not  revoked,  nor 
are  the  assignees  of  B.  entitled  to  de- 
mand back  the  money.  Taylor  v. 
Marling,  %  Man.  k  Gr.  55 ;  %  Scott, 
N.R.  374, -S.C. 

{Contemplation  of,) 
See  Fraudulent  Preference. 

(Stipulations  in  event  of.) 

A  contract  by  a  trader  to  do  cer- 
tain works,  contained  a  clause  that  if 
he  should  become  bankrupt  or  delay 
proceeding  with  the  works,  his  em- 
ployer should  have  power,  after  a 
seven  days'  notice  to  him,  to  procure 
others  to  do  the  works ;  that  the  ad- 
vances made  to  the  trader  before  his 
default  should  be  taken  as  full  pay- 
ment ;  and  that  all  tools  and  ma- 
terials being  upon  the  works  should 
become  the  property  of  the  employer. 

The  trader  having  delayed  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  works,  was  served  on 
the  10th  April  by  the  employer  with 
notice  to  proceed.    On  the  1 7th  April 


the  trader  committed  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. In  trover  by  his  assignees 
against  the  employer  for  tools  and 
materials  left  upon  the  works,  Held, 
that  they  did  not  become  the  pro- 
perty of  his  employer  at  the  end  of 
the  seven  days'  notice,  because  they 
had  vested  in  his  assignees,  by  rela- 
tion, on  17  th  April,  before  the  notice 
had  expired.  Rouch  v.  Great  Western 
Railway  Company,  4  P.  &  D.  G86« 
See  Limitation  over  in  case  of 
Bankruptcy. 

(Trustee.) 
By  becoming  bankrupt  he  becomes 
"  unfit"  to  act  in  the  trusts.     In  re 
Roche,  1  C.  &  Law.  306 ;  1  Dr.  & 
War.  287,  S.  C. 

BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 

Where  a  party  accepted  a  bill  in 
the  bankrupt's  name,  without  his  au- 
thority, an  acknowledgment  by  the 
bankrupt  to  the  holder  of  the  bill, 
after  it  became  due,  that  he  was  re- 
sponsible for  the  payment  of  the  bill, 
was  held  not  to  constitute  a  good 
petitioning  creditor*s  debt,  so  as  to 
enable  the  holder  to  sustain  a  fiat 
against  the  bankrupt.  Ex  parte  Ed' 
wards,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  241. 

A  bankrupt  having  accepted  a  bill 
for  200/.  which  had  been  negociated 
by  the  drawer,  and  finding  shortly 
before  it  fell  due  that  he  should  be 
unable  to  pay  it,  persuaded  the  drawer 
to  draw  another  bill  on  him  for  220/., 
and  to  get  it  discounted  in  order  that 
he  might  take  up  the  first-mentioned 
bill.    The  drawer  discounts  the  bill 
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for  2201.  with  the  petitioner,  but  in- 
stead of  applying  the  proceeds  to  pay 
off  the  first  bill,  appropriates  them  to 
his  own  use,  and  the  holder  of  the 
first  bill   proves   the   amount  of  it 
under  the  fiat.     Held,  that  the  pe- 
titioner, who  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  circumstances   under   which   the 
second   bill   was  given,    or   of  the 
breach   of  trust  committed   by  the 
drawer,  was  not  prevented  from  prov- 
ing the  amount  of  such  second  bill. 
Ex  parte  Samuel,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  384. 
See  Assignees,  Property  passing 
TO — Certificate — Lien — Pe- 
titioning Creditor's  Debt — 
Set-off. 

CERTIFICATE. 

{Signature  to.) 
Certificate  in  country  commission 
allowed^  though  signed  by  only  two 
Commissioners.     Ex  parte  Gardner, 
2  M.  D.  &  D.  533. 

{Conformity.)  \ 

Affidavit  of,  by  bankrupt,  dis-  i 
pensed  with  where  he  was  a  lunatic.  ' 
Ex  parte  May,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  381. 

Certificate  allowed  where  the  bank- 
rupt was  abroad,  on  the  production  of  > 
an  affidavit  of  a  third  party  that  the 
signatures  of  the  creditors  were  pro- 
perly obtained.  Ex  parte  Waterhouse, 
2  M.  D.  &  D.  760  ;  overruled,  see  j 
In  the  matter  of  Carruthers,  3  M.  D. 
&D. 

{Petition  to  stay.) 
Should  not  be  presented  until  cer- 
tificate 18  signed  by  the  Commission- 
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ers,  and  taken  into  the  office  for 
allowance.  Ex  parte  Crosse,  Ji  M.  D. 
&  D.  308. 

Cannot  be  presented  by  creditor 
who  has  not  proved.  Ex  parte  Mex- 
ton,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  442. 

In  a  petition  to  be  admitted  to 
prove,  and  to  have  the  certificate 
stayed  on  the  ground  of  the  Com- 
missioners having  improperly  declined 
to  admit  the  proofs  it  is  not  necessary 
to  allege  that  the  petitioner's  debt 
would  turn  the  certificate.  Ex  parte 
Whitworth,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  1G4. 

Where  all  the  creditors  except  the 
petitioners  had  signed  the  bankrupt's 
certificate,  and  they,  on  the  day  be- 
fore it  would  have  been  allowed  in 
due  course  of  law,  presented  a  pe- 
tition to  stay  it,  on  the  ground  that 
the  amount  of  their  debt,  after  de- 
ducting the  value  of  the  securities 
held  by  them,  would  turn  the  cer- 
tificate, and  that  they  had  been  in- 
volved in  litigation  and  expense  in 
establishing  the  validity  of  their  se- 
curities ;  but  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  bankrupt  was  a  party  to  such 
litigation,  or  occasioned  any  delay  to 
the  petitioners,  the  Court  refused  to 
stay  the  certificate.  Ex  parte  Whit^ 
worth,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  133. 

Not  delayed  because  bankrupt  has 
not  accounted  for  money  received  by 
him  for  valuing  tithes  since  his  bank- 
ruptcy. Ex  parte  Walters,  2  M.  D. 
&  D.  635. 

{Improperly  obtained.) 
Where  money  is  given  to  a  cre- 
3i 
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ditor  to  induce  him  to  sign  a  bank- 
rupt's certificate,  the  certificate  so 
obtained  is  void.  Sievers  v.  BostoeU, 
4  Scott,  N.  R.  165. 

To  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received,  brought  by  a  bankrupt  to 
recover  back  money  so  paid  by  him, 
the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  money 
had  been  demanded  by  and  paid  to 
the  assignees  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action.  Held,  a  suffi- 
cient answer.     Ibid. 

(What  Debts  barred  b^.) 
On  B.  being  in  custody  on  a  ca.  sa. 
at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiffs,  they  agreed 
to  discharge  him  upon  his  executing 
a  warrant  of  attorney  to  secure  the 
payment  of  the  debt  (275/.  12s.)  by 
instalments,  and  upon  the  defendant's 
signing  the  following  undertaking: 
"  Lane  and  others  v.  Bacon. — In  con- 
sideration of  your  discharging  the  de« 
fendant  out  of  custody  in  this  action, 
I  undertake  that  he  shall  pay  the  debt 
to  you,  viz.  275/.  12«.,  together  with 
interest,  by  four  equal  half-yearly  in- 
stalments, the  first  instalment  to  com- 
mence on  the  17th  May  1839.  The 
warrant  of  attorney  was  executed  (to 
the  knowledge  of  the  defendant),  the 
undertaking  signed  on  the  17th  No- 
Tember  1838,  and  B.  discharged  from 
custody.  A  fiat  issued  against  the 
defendant  on  the  26th  April  1839, 
under  which  he  was  duly  declared  a 
bankrupt,  and  obtained  his  certificate 
on  the  6th  August  following,  Held, 
that  the  certificate  was  no  bar  to  an 
action  against  the  bankrupt  for  the 


third  instalment  due  on  the  17th  Ma^ 
1840,  for  that  inasmuch  as  B.  con- 
tinued liable  as  the  plaintiff's  debtoi 
by  virtue  of  the  warrant  of  attorney 
executed  by  him  before  his  discharge, 
and  the  defendant's  undertaking  wai 
given  with  reference  to  B.'s  liability, 
and  as  a  collateral  guarantee  for  the 
payment  of  the  instalment  secured 
by  the  warrant  of  attorney ;  and  ai 
no  instalment  became  due  before  the 
fiat,  there  was  no  debt  due  from  the 
bankrupt  at  the  date  of  the  fiat  thai 
could  have  been  proved  under  it 
Lane  v.  Burghart,  4  Scott,  N.  R. 
287. 

The  plaintiff  accepted  two  billi 
drawn  upon  him  by  the  defendant  foi 
value;  before  they  arrived  at  ma- 
turity, the  plaintiff  being  unable  t€ 
meet  them,  it  was  agreed  that  he 
should  accept  other  two  bills  in  beu 
of  them,  in  consideration  of  whidi 
the  defendant  undertook  to  provide 
for  the  first  two,  which  he  had  nego- 
ciated  ;  the  defendant  however  failed 
to  perform  his  engagement,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  ultimately  compelled  to 
pay  all  the  bills.  The  two  first-men- 
tioned bills  became  due  before,  but 
were  not  taken  up  by  the  plaintiff 
till  afler,  the  issuing  of  a  fiat  against 
the  defendant.  In  an  action  against 
the  defendant  for  a  breach  of  the  in- 
demnity, held,  that  the  bills  constitute 
a  debt  of  the  bankrupt,  for  which  the 
plaintiff  was  liable  at  the  time  the  fiat 
issued,  within  the  meaning  of  the  52d 
section  of  the  6  Geo,  4.  c.  16.,  and 
consequently  that  the  oertificale  was 
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a  bar.    FUhty  v.  Lawford,  4  Scott, 
N.  R.  208,611. 

And  see  Proof. 


(No  Release  of  Rent,  when.) 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 


CHANCERY. 

Plaintiffs  in  equity  claiming  to  be 
admitted  as  creditors  under  a  fiat  in 
bankruptcy  in  respect  of  a  breach  of 
trust  by  the  bankrupts,  which  was  the 
subject  of  the  suit  in  equity,  applied, 
on  a  dividend  of  the  bankrupt's  es- 
tate being  about  to  be  declared,  to 
be  allowed  to  enter  a  claim  upon  the 
proceedings,  and  to  have  a  fund  re- 
served :  the  application  being  refused 
by  the  Commissioners,  was  renewed 
by  petition  to  the  Court  of  Review, 
and  also  refused  by  that  Court.  A 
supplemental  bill  was  then  filed,  pray- 
ing an  injunction  to  restrain  the  as- 
signees from  paying  any  dividend 
which  might  be  declared,  until  the 
cause  in  equity  was  heard,  or  without 
reserving  a  sufficient  fund  to  answer 
the  plaintiff*'s  demand.  Held,  that 
if  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  juris- 
diction to  interfere  in  the  distribution 
of  the  estate  of  a  bankrupt,  the  Court 
ought  upon  general  principles,  after 
an  adjudication  in  bankruptcy  on  the 
subject  of  the  distribution,  to  refrain 
from  exercising  any  such  jurisdic- 
tion ;  but  semble,  the  Court  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  interfere  in  the  mere 
distribution  of  the  estate  of  a  bank- 
rupt, either  on  the  ground  of  trust  or 


otherwise.     Thompson  v.  Derham,  1 
Hare,  858. 

CLERK. 
See  Servant. 


COMMISSIONERS. 

The  Commissioners  have  no  juris- 
diction to  expunge  a  proof  which  has 
been  placed  on  the  proceedings  in 
pursuance  of  an  Order  of  the  Court 
of  Review.  Ex  parte  Whitworth,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  164. 

Where  a  Commissioner  refused  to 
adjudicate  the  bankruptcy,  because 
he  was  not  satisfied  with  the  evidence 
of  the  trading,  which  appeared  to  the 
Court  to  be  sufficient,  it  was  recom- 
mended that  the  matter  should  be 
submitted  to  the  decision  of  a  Sub- 
Division  Court.  Ex  parte  Brovm,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  753. 

The  defendants,  who  were  Com- 
missioners of  Bankrupts  at  Leeds, 
issued  their  summons  to  the  plaintiff*, 
by  which  they  commanded  him  to  ap- 
pear at  a  meeting  before  them^  at 
eleven  o'clock  on  a  certain  day,  and 
to  bring  with  them  a  certain  deed  of 
assignment.  He  appeared  accord- 
ingly at  eleven  o'clock,  and  after- 
wards at  one.  Upon  his  attending 
on  the  second  occasion,  he  saw  one 
of  the  Commissioners,  who,  on  learn- 
ing that  he  had  not  brought  the 
assignment,  said^  "  You  must  have 
known  it  was  of  no  use  to  come  with- 
out the  assignment ;  but  we  will  hear 
what  you  have  to  say  by  and  bye.'' 

Si2 


.1     » 
.;    1 


812 


Commiititmen, 


INDEX. 


Coiis. 


if; 

It 

r 


f 


Tlie  plaintiff  then  went  away,  and 
two  days  afterwards  was  taken  into 
custody  by  warrant  of  the  Commis- 
sioners, which,  after  reciting  the  pro- 
ceedings in  bankruptcy,  and  the  is- 
suing and  service  of  the  summons, 
"  and  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  come 
before  them  in  pursuance  of  the  sum- 
mons in  order  to  be  examined  touch- 
ing the  matter  aforesaid,  and  to  pro- 
duce the  said  assignment,  he  having 
no  lawful  impediment,'*  directed  the 
constable  to  apprehend  the  plaintiff, 
and  bring  him  before  the  Commis- 
sioners to  be  examined  as  aforesaid, 
"  and  to  produce  the  said  assign- 
ment.'' Held,  first,  that  the  issuing 
of  the  warrant  was  regular,  the  plain- 
tiff being  bound  not  only  to  attend 
at  the  appointed  hour,  but  to  wait 
till  he  could  be  examined  ;  secondly, 
that  the  warrant  was  not  vitiated  by 
the  introduction  of  the  words  "  to 
produce  the  said  assignment,"  inas- 
much as  a  party  is  compelled  to  do 
so  if  commanded,  under  6  Geo,  4. 
c.  16.  8.  34.  Wright  v.  Maude,  10 
Mees.  &  Wels.  5.'>7. 

Commissioners  not  ordered  to  pay 
costs,  when.  Ex  parte  Davidson,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  375. 


(IVhat  sufficient  obedience  to  Warrant 
See  Warrant. 


(Jurisdiction  of  Commissioners  under 
1  4-J>  Vict.  c.  110.  s.  8.) 
See  Act  of  Bankruptcy. 


{DifiereMi  Fiais,  wkem  directs 
Mome  Comwnstiomert.) 
See  Fiat. 

COMPANY. 
See  Banking  CoifPANT — Moi 

CONFORMITY. 

See  CfiRTiricATE. 

CONTEMPT. 

Where  a  party  took  forcibl 
session  of  the  bankrupt's  pi 
whilst  in  the  custody  of  the 
senger,  but,  finding  he  hac 
wrong,  gave  up  the  possestioo 
the  Courty  on  a  petition  to  c 
him  for  a  contempt,  only  orders 
to  pay  the  costs  of  the  petitioi 
parte  Fktcher,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  1 

COSTS. 

Appellant  succeeding  in  ren 
decision  below,  not  entitled  tc 
parte  Burnett,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  i 

Petition  praying  for,  if  disn 
is  dismissed  with  costs.  Ex 
Columbine,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  24. 

Where  separate  fiat  is  ordei 
be  annulled  in  favour  of  a  join 
and  the  petitioning  creditor  und 
joint  fiat  is  put  to  extra  costs  1 
opposition  of  the  assignees  in 
blishing  that  fiat,  an  order  was 
that  the  assignees  should  ps] 
these  costs  out  of  the  joint  c 
and  that  they  should  be  taxed  i 
tween  solicitor  and  client.  Eg 
Sharp,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  531. 
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Costs  of  annulling  a  separate  fiat, 
to  give  effect  to  a  joint  fiat,  should 
come  out  of  the  joint  estate,  if  that 
estate  is  sufficient  to  pay  them.  Ex 
parte  Peat,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  788. 

Where  an  order  was  made  against 
a  party,  who  was  a  prisoner  in  the 
Queen's  Bench,  for  the  payment  of 
the  costs  of  a  petition,  an  order  may 
be  made  under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110, 
s.  18,  to  charge  him  in  execution  for 
the  costs.  Setnble,  that  the  Court  of 
Review  has  in  such  case  no  authority 
to  issue  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to 
bring  up  the  party,  in  order  that 
he  may  be  charged  on  a  warrant  of 
commitment  for  nonpayment  of  the 
costs.  Ex  parte  Britten,  2  M.  D.  & 
D.  S35. 

Qua:re  if  the  Court  of  Review  has 
jurisdiction  to  give  costs  to  landlord 
petitioning  that  assignees  may  elect. 
Ex  parte  Hopton,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  317. 

Where  the  assignees  set  up  a  claim 
to  goods  taken  in  execution,  and  upon 
an  issue  under  the  Interpleader  Act 
fail  to  sustain  it,  they  roust  pay  costs. 
Melville  v.  Smark,  3  Scott,  N.  R.  357. 
And  see  Interpleader. 

Where  parties  entitled  under  a  will 
))etition  for  leave  to  prove  under  the 
bankruptcy  of  an  executor,  the  as- 
signees* costs  come  out  of  the  bank- 
rupt's estate.  Ex  parte  Bridgman,  2 
M.  D.  8c  D.  692. 

In  an  administration  suit  against 
an  executor  becoming  bankrupt,  and 
who  is  at  the  same  time  indebted  to 
the  estate  of  his  testator,  the  costs  of 
the   executor    incurred    before    his 


bankruptcy  will  be  set  off  against  his 
debt,  and  the  costs  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy incurred  in  the  due  execution 
of  the  trusts  of  the  will,  after  the 
bankruptcy,  will  be  allowed  out  of 
the  testator's  estate.  Samuel  v.  Jones, 
2  Hare,  24G. 

Neither  the  petitioning  creditor  nor 
the  solicitor  can  petition  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  up  to  the  choice  of 
assignees,  without  alleging  and  prov- 
ing that  the  Commissioners  made 
an  order  for  the  payment  of  them. 
Semble,  that  the  solicitor  cannot  pe- 
tition for  the  payment  of  these  costs 
without  the  privity  of  the  petitioning 
creditor.  Ex  parte  Cooper,  2  M.  D. 
&  D.  420. 

The  plaintiff  before  action  brought 
had  assigned  his  property  to  trustees, 
in  trust  for  the  benefil  of  his  cre- 
ditors, and  had  also  become  both  in- 
solvent and  bankrupt.  The  trustee 
brought  an  action  in  his  name.  Held, 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
security  for  costs.  Elliot  v.  Kendrick, 
4  Per.  &  Dav.  306;  12  Ad.  &  El. 
597,  S.  C. 

The  Court  refused  to  compel  the 
plaintiff  to  give  security  for  costs, 
though  it  was  sworn  (and  not  denied) 
that  he  had  been  four  times  bank- 
rupt, once  discharged  from  custody 
under  the  Lords'  Act,  and  thrice 
under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  his 
estate  not  having  upon  either  occai^ion 
produced  enough  to  pay  his  creditors 
\5s.  in  the  pound,  unless  the  de- 
fendant would  not  undertake  to  plead 
these  matters;  he  having  twice  ob- 
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Uined  time  to  plead.     Alexander  ^i. 
Tmnley,  5  Scott,  N.  R.  452. 
And  see  Interpleader. 

A  tolicitor's  bill  for  busineu  done 
under  a  amntryjiai  (subsequently  to 
the  choice  of  assignees)  is  not  a  bill 
for  "  fees,  charges,  and  disburse- 
ments at  law  or  in  equity,"  within 
the  ft  Geo.  2.  c.  23.  s.  23.  Harper 
T,  miHam,  S  Scott,  N.  R.  97 ;  2 
Man.  k  Gr.  815,  S.  C. 

Where  a  solicitor  persuaded  a  party 
to  sue  out  a  fiat  as  petitioning  credi- 
tor, (who  was  aAerwards  chosen  as- 
signee^) upon  an  invalid  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, which  was  concerted  between 
the  solicitor  and  the  bankrupt,  and 
there  did  not  appear  any  other  act 
of  bankruptcy  to  support  the  flat ; 
the  Court  refused  to  make  an  order 
on  the  assignee  to  pay  the  solicitor's 
bill  of  costs  up  to  the  choice  of  as- 
signees. Ex  parte  Woodward^  2  M. 
D.  &  D.  249. 

Where  a  petition  has  been  dis- 
iniised  with  costs,  the  petitioner  can- 
not have  it  reheard  until  he  pays  the 
costs,  notwithstanding  there  has  been 
no  actual  demand  on  him  for  the 
payment.  Ex  parte  Mudief  2  M.  D. 
&  D.  669. 

{As  to  Costs  of  appointing  Inspector.) 
See  Inspector. 

{Js  to  Costs  relating  to  Petitioning 
Creditor's  Debt.) 
See  Petitioning  Creditor's  Debt. 

(As  to  taxed  Costs.) 
See  Proof. 


COVENANT. 

(Noi  tmerged  m  Jwdgmeai. 
See  Akkuitt. 

COURT  OF  REVIET^ 

Quaere t  if  it  have  concorren 

diction  with   the  Lord  Chano 

annul  a  fiat.     Atkuuon  ▼.  Rai 

Gale&  Day.  611. 

CROWN. 

See  Extent. 

DIVIDEND. 

An  official  assignee,  thou 
may  decline  to  pay  a  creditor  hi 
dend  until  he  produces  the  sc 
which  he  holds  for  his  debt, 
justified  in  refusing  to  pay  it  c 
production  of  such  security. 
parte  Saunders^  2  M.  D.  &  D. . 

A  creditor  cannot  petition  foi 
ment  of  a  dividend  unless  the 
dend  was  declared  subsequent  I 
proof  of  his  debt.  Ex  parte  I 
M,  D.  &  D.  780. 

Legal  right  of  general  bod 
creditors  to  a  dividend  not  del 
in  favour  of  a  creditor  seekii 
establish  a  lien,  except  in  clear  c 
or  when  his  equity  is  manifestly 
ponderant.  Ex  parte  Tkompsi 
M.  D.&D.  761. 

The  Court  will  not  suspend 
payment  of  a  dividend  on  the  g^ 
of  a  pending  action  against  the 
ditor,  in  which  it  was  sough 
charge  him  as  a  partner  with 
bankrupt,  after  the  very  same  q 
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tion  has  been  litigated  by  the  peti- 
tioner, and  decided  upon  by  the 
Court.  Ex  parte  Turquandf  2  M.  D. 
&  D.  345. 

(As  to  Proof  in  respect  of  a  Dividend 
paid  by  Estate  of  another  Bankrupt.) 
See  Surety. 

DOCKET. 

{Priority.) 
See  Fiat. 

DUTY. 

See  Stamp. 

ELECTION. 

See  Assignees. 

EQUITABLE  MORTGAGE. 
See  Mortgage. 

EQUITY. 

{Effect  of  Bankruptcy  on  Proceed- 
ings in.) 
See  Bankruptcy. 

ESCROW. 
Where  deed  of  assignment,  pur- 
porting to  be  made  by  all  three 
partners  of  a  firm,  and  to  convey  all 
their  personal  estate  and  effects  what- 
soever, in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  cre- 
ditors, was  executed  by  one  of  them 
only :  Held,  that  it  operated  to  con- 
vey the  share  of  the  one  who  so  exe- 
cuted. Bowker  ▼.  Burdekin,  1 1  Mees. 
&  W.  128. 


And  where  one  of  the  partners  exe- 
cuted such  an  assignment  of  the  part- 
nership property  before,  but  the  other 
did  not  execute  until  after  a  fiat  in 
bankruptcy  had  issued :  Held,  in  the 
absence  of  any  thing  to  shew  the 
deed  was  delivered  as  an  escrow,  that 
it  amounted  to  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
by  the  one  who  so  executed  it,  and 
that  his  share  of  the  partnership  pro- 
perty passed  to  the  assignees  under 
the  fiat.     Ilfid. 

EVIDENCE. 

Production  of  proceedings  under 
separate  fiat  to  prove  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy under  joint  fiat.  Ex  parte 
Sharp,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  350. 

In  trover  by  assignees,  if  defend- 
ant plead  that  they  are  not  assignees, 
they  may  on  that  issue  give  evidence 
of  any  act  of  bankruptcy  committed 
before  the  fiat.  Gibson  ▼.  King,  1 
Car.  &  Mar.  458. 

In  an  action  against  the  assignees 
of  a  bankrupt  for  seizing  goods  al- 
leged to  have  been  assigned  to  the 
plaintiff  by  the  bankrupt  before  his 
bankruptcy,  the  bankrupt  is  a  com- 
petent witness  for  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  that  the  assignment  was  made 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  in 
consequence  of  pressure,  although 
the  defendants  rely  on  the  assignment 
as  constituting  the  act  of  bankruptcy. 
In  such  an  action,  when  no  notice  has 
been  given  of  disputing  the  tradings 
act  of  bankruptcy,  or  petitioning  cre- 
ditor's debt,  the  petitioning  credi- 
tor having  assigned  his  debt,  and 
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executed  a  release  to  tlie  assignees,  is 
a  competent  witness  for  tliem  to  prove 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  prior  to  that  on 
which  the  adjudication  took  place, 
for  the  purpose  of  overreaching  the 
alleged  assignment  to  the  plaintifT. 
Smith  V.  Groom,  2  Mo.  8c  Rob.  388. 
In  an  action  by  the  assignees  of  a 
bankrupt  estate  for  a  debt  due  to 
the  estate,  the  bankrupt  was  called 
to  negative  a  plea  of  payment  to 
himself  of  the  debt  in  the  declaration 
mentioned  before  his  bankruptcy. 
Held,  that  he  was  a  competent  wit- 
ness, and  that  he  might  prove  by 
parol  that  he  had  released  the  sur- 
plus of  the  estate  without  producing 
or  otherwise  proving  any  deed  of 
release.     Lucas  v.  Eades,  2  Dow.  P. 

C,  N.  S.  424. 

Deposition  of  a  party  may,  before 
Commissioner,  be  read  to  contradict 
him,  if  notice  of  intention  to  read  it 
have  been  given,  and  a  copy  fur- 
nished.    Ex  parte  Gem,  2  M.  D.  & 

D.  99. 

A  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  on  the 
7th  March  1842,  and  in  an  action  of 
trover  by  the  assignees  for  goods 
pledged  by  tlie  bankrupt  on  the  28th 
February,  the  trading  was  disputed. 
The  bankrupt  was  a  boarding-house 
keeper,  and  sold  wine  to  her  boarders. 
Held,  that  a  paper  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  bankrupt,  purporting  to  be 
an  account  between  her  and  one  of 
her  boarders  from  December  1840  to 
May  1841,  was  not  receivable  in 
evidence  to  prove  the  trading,  unless 
it  could  be  shewn  to  have  been  writ- 


ten before  the  bankruptcy :  and  held 
also,  that  a  book  containing  accounu 
between  the  bankrupt  and  one  of  her 
boarders  of  dates  antecedent  to  the 
bankruptcy,  and  to  which  the  word 
<<  settled**  was  added  in  the  bank- 
rupt's handwriting,  was  also  not  re- 
ceivable, unless  it  was  shewn  that  the 
entries  were  written  before  the  bank- 
ruptcy. Gibson  v.  King,  I  Car«  & 
Mar.  458. 

In  an  action  brought  by  a  bank- 
rupt against  his  assignees  to  try  the 
validity  of  the  6at,  the  petitionii^ 
creditor  is  not  a  competent  witness 
to  prove  the  debt  due  to  him  al- 
though he  has  assigned  it  over  to  a 
third  person.  Carruthers  v.  Graham^ 
2  Mo.  &  Rob.  868 ;  1  Car.  &  M.  5, 
6*.  C. 

Where  the  petitioner  was  summon- 
ed and  examined  by  the  adverse  party 
before  the  Commissioners,  and  stated 
a  part  of  his  examination  in  an  affi- 
davit in  support  of  the  petition :  Held, 
that  it  was  not  receivable  in  evidence. 
Ex  parte  Smith,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  113. 

EXECUTION. 
Issued  under  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110. 
s.  18.,  for  costs.     Ex  parte  Britten, 
2  M.  D.  &  D.  335. 

{Defeated  by  Bankrnptcy.) 

See  Pleading — Warrant  of 

Attorney. 

{When  protected.) 

Sec  Notice — Protected  Trans* 

actions. 
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EXECUTOR. 

Part  of  the  effects  which  came  into 
the  hands  of  an  executor's  assignees 
on  his  bankruptcy  consisted  of  spe- 
cific assets  of  the  testator.  A  suit 
in  Chancery  being  instituted  for  the 
administration  of  the  testator's  estate, 
the  proceeds  of  these  assets  were 
ordered  by  the  Court  of  Review  to  be 
retained  and  invested,  although  no 
accounts  had  been  taken,  the  suit  in 
Chancery  not  having  proceeded  to  a 
decree.  Ex  parte  H^righi^  2  M.  D. 
&D.  401. 

In  an  administration  suit  against 
an  executor  becoming  bankrupt  or 
insolvent,  and  who  is  at  the  same  time 
indebted  to  the  estate  of  his  testator, 
the  costs  of  the  executor,  incurred 
before  his  bankruptcy,  will  be  set  off 
against  his  debt,  and  the  costs  of  the 
same  executor,  incurred  in  the  proper 
performance  of  the  duties  of  his  trust 
after  his  bankruptcy  or  insolvency, 
will  be  allowed  out  of  the  estate. 
Samuel  v.  Jones,  2  Hare,  216, 

On  bankruptcy  of,  costs  of  assig- 
nees on  petition  to  prove  by  persons 
entitled  under  a  will  come  out  of 
bankrupt's  estate.  Ex  parte  Bridg- 
man,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  G95J. 

Executors,  liable  for  the  default  of 
their  co-executor,  who  had  become 
bankrupt,  held  entitled,  upon  pay- 
ment by  them,  to  the  benefit  of  the 
proof  in  bankruptcy  against  his  estate. 
Lincoln  v.  Wright,  4  Beav.  427. 

Effects  in  bankrupt's  hands  as  exe- 
cutor  de  son  tort  held  not  to  pass  to  as- 
signees under  sect.  72  of  6  G.  4,  c.  16. 
Ex  parte  Thomas,  2  M.D.  8c  D.  ^94. 


Reversed  by  Lord  Chancellor.  3 
M.  D.  &  D.  40. 

(Lien  of,  on  Legacy  for  advances  to 
Legatee,) 
See  Lien. 
And sccLeo ACY — Protected  Trans- 
actions. 

EX  PARTE  APPLICATION. 

Pending  an  appeal  from  an  order 
directing  the  admission  of  a  proof,  a 
dividend  meeting  is  held,  and  on  the 
assignees  opposing  the  payment  of 
the  dividend  upon  this  proof,  it  is 
withheld,  a  fund  being  set  apart  to 
answer  it.  The  creditor  then  pre- 
sents a  petition  stating  the  non-pay« 
ment  of  his  dividend,  but  suppressing 
the  fact  of  the  fund  being  set  apart, 
and  praying  costs  personally  against 
the  Commissioners.  On  this  petition 
and  a  corresponding  affidavit,  he  ob- 
tains, ex  parte,  an  order  staying  the 
dividend  generally,  the  appeal  be- 
ing determined  in  his  favour.  Held, 
that  the  suppression  in  the  affidavit 
on  which  the  ex  parte  order  was  ob- 
tained disentitled  him  to  any  relief. 
Held  also,  that  it  was  not  a  case  for 
the  Commissioners  to  pay  costs,  and 
the  petition  dismissed  with  costs  as 
against  them.  Ex  parte  Davidson,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  375. 

EXPUNGING. 

See  Proof. 

EXTENT. 
To  a  writ  of  extent  in  aid  against 
a  bankrupti  sued  out  long  after  the 
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iuuing  of  the  commission,  the  sheriflT 
returns  that  the  bankrupt  was  enti- 
tled to  a  sum  standing  in  the  name  of 
the  accountant  in  bankruptcy  in  the 
books  of  the  Bank  of  England ;  thai 
the  accountant  held  the  money  in 
trust  for  the  bankrupt,  and  that  the 
sherifT  had  seised  such  money.  On 
this  return  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
made  an  order  that  the  sheriff  should 
pay  over  to  the  prosecutor  of  the 
extent  the  amount  of  his  debt.  On 
a  petition  by  the  sherifT  to  the  Court 
of  Review  to  order  this  money  to 
be  paid  to  him,  held,  that  the  find- 
ing of  the  inquisition  and  the  sheriflTs 
return  were  alike  erroneous,  and  the 
Court  therefore  refused  to  make  any 
such  order.  Ex  parte  Magnay,  %  M. 
D.  &D.  671. 

FACT. 
{Q,u€9tion  of) 
A  New  York  house  accepts  bills 
for  the  accommodation  of  a  Virginia 
house,  on  an  agreement  for  reim- 
bursement entered  into  by  a  London 
merchant,  the  correspondent  of  a 
Virginia  house.  Afterwards  the  Lon- 
don merchant  enters  into  partnership, 
and  by  letter  desires  the  New  York 
house  to  consider  all  credits,  advices, 
and  instructions  then  in  force  from 
him  as  extending  to  the  new  firm, 
and  to  transfer  any  balances  due  to  or 
from  him  to  the  new  firm.  The  New 
York  house  reply  that  they  will  make 
up  and  transfer  to  the  new  firm  the 
open  accounts  in  joint  exchange  trans- 
actions, but  that  they  hope  to  have 
the  account  current  made  up  before 


they  carry  the  old  account  to  the  new 
firm.  They  afterwards  pay  the  ac- 
commodation bills,  and  draw  on  the 
new  firm  for  the  amount.  The  new 
firm  become  bankrupt. 

Ueld^  1st,  That  the  question 
whether  the  liability  of  the  new  firm 
had  been  accepted  in  lieu  of  or  in 
addition  to  the  separate  liability  of 
the  London  merchant,  was  a  matter 
of  fact,  and  not  a  proper  subject  for 
a  special  case. 

2nd.  That  under  the  circumstances 
the  se|uirate  liability  was  discharged, 
and  the  New  York  house  were  only 
joint  creditors.  Ex  parte  Jachom,  ft 
M.  D.  &  D.  14G. 
See  also  Fraudulent  Pbbfbbencb. 

FIAT. 

Ordered  to  issue  on  affidavit  of 
debt  sworn  in  Scotland.  Ex  parte 
Rumey,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  571. 

A.  having  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  B.  lodged  with  the  secre- 
tary of  bankrupts  the  affidavit  of  debt 
required  by  the  Bankrupt  Act.  C. 
subsequently,  but  on  the  same  day, 
deposited  with  the  officer  both  the 
affidavit  of  debt  and  the  necessary 
bond.  Held,  that  notwithstanding 
B. «  priority  in  lodging  the  affidavit,  C. 
had  the  first  regular  docket,  and  was 
therefore  entitled  to  have  the  com- 
mission against  A.  In  re  Beak,  % 
D.  &  War.  375. 

A  separate  fiat  issued  against  one 
of  four  partners  after  a  joint  fiat  is- 
sued against  the  others  will  be  or- 
dered to  be  directed  to  the  same  Com- 
missioner! notwithstanding  the  part* 
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nership  has  been  dissolved  ;  and  the 
17th  sect,  of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  only 
applies  to  existing  partnerships.  In 
the  matter  of  Simmons^  2  M.  D.  &  D. 
603. 

Attendance  of  the  witness  at  the 
opening  of  fiat  to  prove  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  under  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110. 
8. 8.  dispensed  with.  Ex  parte  Bow- 
man, 2  M.  D.  &  D.  90. 

Time  for  opening  fiat  not  enlarged 
on  petition  of  bankrupt  to  facilitate  a 
composition  by  means  of  trust  deed. 
Ex  parte  Drew,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  88. 

A  separate  fiat  was  annulled  in 
favour  of  a  subsequent  joint  one,  not- 
withstanding the  separate  estate  was 
more  important  than  the  joint  estate, 
and  one  of  the  bankrupts  intended  to 
dispute  his  bankruptcy.  If  under  such 
circumstances  an  inspector  should  be« 
come  necessary  to  protect  the  interests 
of  the  separate  creditors,  the  appoint- 
ment will  be  at  the  expense  of  the 
joint  estate.  Ex  parte  Burdikin,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  187. 

Where  the  bankrupt  had  carried  on 
business  in  London,  which  was  his  last 
place  of  domicile^  having  been  also 
engaged  in  mining  speculations  in 
Cornwall,  and  had  been  subsequently 
living  with  a  relation  near  Dover 
under  a  feigned  name,  a  fiat  that  had 
been  issued  to  commissioners  at  Dover 
was  ordered  to  be  impounded,  and  the 
proceedings  under  it  transferred  to 
the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in  London, 
to  which  a  renewed  fiat  was  ordered 
to  issue.  Ex  parte  Gregory,  2  M. 
D.  &  D.  92. 


Although  a  fiat  may  be  concerted 
between  the  bankrupt  and  the  peti- 
tioning creditors,  and  may  be  lawfully 
issued  to  defeat  an  execution^  still,  if 
the  main  object  is  to  serve  the  pur- 
poses of  the  bankrupt  and  the  peti- 
tioning creditor,  and  not  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  general  creditors,  it  will  be 
annulled.  Ex  parte  Spicer,  2  Mont. 
D.  &  D.  388. 

Where  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was 
concerted  between  the  solicitor,  the 
petitioning  creditor, and  the  bankrupt, 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  defeating  an 
execution  creditor,  and  the  solicitor 
was  the  prime  mover  of  the  plot,  the 
fiat  was  annulled  with  costs.  Ex  parte 
Bamett,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  925. 

{For  annulling  Fiat.) 
See  Annulling. 

{For  Misnomer  in  Fiat,) 
See  Misnomer. 

FIAT. 

{Second.) 
See  Second  Fiat. 

FIFTEEN  SHILLINGS  IN  THE 
POUND. 

See  Second  Fiat. 

FIXTURES. 

Fixtures  are  not  goods  and  chattels 
within  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  72.  Smith 
V.  Grazebrooke,  4  Scott,  N.  R.  565 ; 
and  Ex  parte  Heathcoate,  2  M.  D. 
&D.  711. 

A  trader  mortgages  the  trade  pre* 
mises  in  fee,  and  then  enters  into  part- 
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nership,  and  the  6rm  carry  on  busi- 
ness on  the  same  premises,  and  erect 
trade  fixtures.  Held^  on  tlieir  bank- 
ruptcy, that  the  mortgagee  was  enti- 
tled to  the  trade  fixtures.  Ex  parte 
Cotton,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  725. 

A  lessee  erects  trade  fixtures  firmly 
attached  to  the  freehold,  but  remove- 
able  as  between  himself  and  the  land- 
lord. He  then  mortgages  the  pre- 
mises by  way  of  demise,  by  the  same 
description  as  that  in  the  lease,  and 
without  reference  to  the  erection,  the 
sum  secured  being  a  floating  balance 
limited  to  an  amount  greater  than  the 
premises  wouM  be  worth  without  the 
fixtures:  he  becomes  bankrupt.  Held, 
that  the  mortgagee  was  entitled  to  the 
fixtures.  Ex  parte  Bentley,  2  M. 
D.  &D.  591. 

The  bankrupts  purchased  certain 
copyhold  property,  with  various  fix- 
tures erected  thereon,  which  were  in 
law  removeable  as  between  landlord 
and  tenant,  as  well  as  on  the  principle 
of  the  benefit  of  trade.  They  after- 
wards mortgaged  the  properly,  toge- 
ther with  all  these  fixtures,  describing 
them  precisely  in  the  words  used  in 
the  purchase  deed.  After  the  mort- 
gage they  erected  on  the  premises 
some  other  fixtures  of  the  like  nature, 
and  continued  in  the  possession  of  the 
whole  property  up  to  the  period  of 
their  bankruptcy.  Heid,  that  all 
these  fixtures  passed  to  the  mort- 
gagee, as  parcel  of  the  mortgaged 
estate,  and  were  not  to  be  considered 
as  goods  or  chattels  in  the  order  and 
disposition  of  the  bankrupts  at  the 


time  of  their  bankruptcy,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  72nd  section  of  the  6 
Geo.  4.  c.  16.  Ex  parte  Reynold  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  443. 

A  memorandum  of  deposit  accom- 
panying an  equitable  mortgage  stated 
that  the  bankrupt  had  deposited  the 
deeds  and  documents  under  which  he 
held  the  steam  mills,  cottages,  lands, 
buildings,  and  premises  at  L.  HeU 
that  the  equitable  mortgagee  had  a 
lien  on  the  fixtures,  whether  erected 
before  or  afler  the  time  of  the  deposit, 
and  including  those  that  were  move- 
able between  landlord  and  tenant.  Ex 
parte  Price,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  518. 
And  see  Mortgage. 

FRAUDULENT  PREFERENCE. 
A  trader  in  a  state  of  absolute  in- 
solvency, after  an  abortive  attempt  to 
compound  with  his  creditors,  and  after 
having  been  served  with  a  notice  under 
the  1  &  2  Ffc.  c.  110.  s.  8.,  sold  his 
whole  stock  and  effects  by  auction, 
and  with  the  proceeds  paid  the  com- 
position he  had  offered,  7s.  6d.  in  the 
pound,  to  such  of  his  creditors  as 
would  accept  it,  and  amongst  others 
to  the  defendant.  The  affidavit  and 
notice  were  served  on  the  15th  March, 
the  payment  was  made  to  the  defend- 
ant on  the  5th  April,  and  a  fiat  issued 
against  the  trader  on  the  6th.  In  the 
action  by  the  assignees  to  recover 
back  the  money  so  paid,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  a  payment  made  in  con- 
templation of  a  bankruptcy,  the  jury 
having  returned  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant, the  Court  directed  a   new 
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trial.      Gibson  v.  Muskett,   3  Scott,  I 
N.  R.  419. 

Whether  or  not  a  payment  by  a  ; 
trader  is  made  in  contemplation  of  a 
bankruptcy,  is  so  much  a  question  of 
law,  that  though  two  juries  have  de-  ' 
cided  it  in  the  negative,  the  Court,  if  \ 
satisfied  that  their  conclusion  is  erro-  ' 
neous,  will  send  the  cause  down  to  a  i 
third  trial.  Gibson  s.Muskctt.S  Scon,  > 
N.  R.  427  ;   4  Man.  &  Grang.  160,  ' 
S.C. 
And  see    Act  of   Bankruptcy —      i 

Mortgage — Protected  Traks- 

I 
actions. 

FULL. 

{Payment  in.) 
See  Servant — Legacy. 

GOODWILL. 

Of  bankrupt's  trade,  so  far  as  it  is 
local,  passes  to  assignees.  Ex  parte 
Thomas,  2  M.  D.  8c  D.  294. 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 

Semble,  that  the  Court  of  Review 
has  no  authority  to  issue  a  writ  of,  to 
bring  up  a  party  who  is  in  custody, 
in  order  that  he  may  be  charged  on  a 
warrant  of  commitment  for  non-pay- 
ment of  costs.  Ex  parte  BrUten,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  335. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
See  Married  Woman. 

IMPOUNDING  FIAT. 
Sec  Fiat. 


INFANT. 

Where  the  bankrupt  applied  to 
annul  the  fiat  on  the  ground  of  in- 
fancy, and  it  appeared  that  on  the 
occasion  of  his  marriage  a  year  before 
the  Bat  issued,  he  made  an  affidavit 
that  he  was  then  of  age,  his  petition 
was  dismissed  with  costs.  Ex  parte 
Bates,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  337. 

INJUNCTION. 

Injunction  in  Chancery  to  restrain 
proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy^ under  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  ader 
decree  for  an  account  against  the 
party  taking  these  proceedings,  re- 
fused under  the  circumstances.  Perry 
V.  Walker,  1  Y.  &  C.  N.  C.  672. 

And  see  Set-off. 

INSOLVENT   DEBTORS'   ACT. 

Although  a  creditor  whose  debt  has 
been  inserted  in  the  schedule  of  a 
party  taking  the  benefit  of  the  Insol- 
vent Debtors'  Act  is  not  prevented 
from  proving  for  the  balance  of  his 
debt  under  a  subsequent  liat  against 
the  insolvent,  yet  where  the  debt 
is  founded  on  a  warrant  of  attorney 
given  by  the  insolvent,  and  a  judg- 
ment tiiereon  is  entered  up  by  him, 
in  fraud  of  his  creditors,  the  creditor 
cannot  then  prove  for  the  balance 
under  a  subsequent  (iat.  Ex  parte 
Rorie,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  631. 

Assignment  under,  overreached  by 
fiat.  Sidebotham  v.  Barrington,  3  Bea. 
524. 
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INSPECTOR. 

Under  a  joint  Rat,  if  the  interests 
of  the  separate  creditors  require  it, 
the  Court  will  make  an  order  for  the 
appointment  by  them  of  an  inspector 
to  collect  in  the  separate  effecto,  with 
authority  to  bring  actions,  &c.  in  the 
names  of  the  assignees.  Ex  parte 
Wright,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  434. 

Where  an  inspector  is  appointed 
to  protect  the  interests  of  the  sepa- 
rate creditors,  the  costs  of  and  inci- 
dental to  the  application  are  directed 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  separate  estate. 
Ex  parte  Holford,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  485. 

The  Court  will  not  order  the  ap- 
pointment of  an  inspector  of  the  se- 
parate estate  of  one  of  the  bankrupts 
before  the  choice  of  assignees.  In  re 
Daintry  and  Ryle,  2  M.  D.  &  D. 
257. 

{At  expense  of  what  estates  appointed,) 
See  Fiat. 

INTEREST. 

Not  paid  to  separate  creditors  out 
of  separate  estate  till  joint  creditors 
have  received  principal.  Ex  parte 
Wood,  2  M .  D.  &  D.  283. 

Where  one  of  two  obligors  in  a 
joint  and  several  bond  had  become 
bankrupt,  and  the  obligee  having 
by  several  dividends  in  the  bank- 
ruptcy been  paid  20«.  in  the  pound 
upon  the  amount  of  the  principal  and 
interest,  due  at  the  date  of  the  com- 
mission, also  carried  in  a  claim  in  re- 
spect of  the  same  bond,  under  a  de- 
cree in  a  suit  for  the  administration 


of  the  estate  of  the  co-obligo 

had   died:     Heid,  that   the  « 

due  to  the  obligee  in  respect  o 

claim  was  to  be  computed  b} 

ing  the  dividends  as  ordinar 

ments  on  account^  that  is,  by 

ing  each  dividend,  in  the  first 

to  the  payment  of  the  interest 

i  the  date  of  such  dividend,  a 

surplus,  if  any,  in  reduction 

I  principal;   and  semble,  that  thi 

I  principle  of  computation  is  ap{ 

I  in  bankruptcy  as  between  the 

rupt  and  his  creditors,  where 

is  a  surplus  of  the  estate  afte 

ment  of  20s.  in  the  pound  u] 

the  debts  proved.     Bower  v.  I 

iCr.  &Ph.  351. 

INTERPLEADER. 

The  assignee  of  a  bankrupt '. 
sued  a  banker  for  money  def 
with  him  by  the  bankrupt,  a 
party  claimed  the  money  as  pa 
fund  which  the  bankrupt  hi 
trust.  On  an  interpleader  ru 
Court  ordered  an  action  to  be  bi 
in  the  name  of  the  bankrupt  a 
the  assignees,  the  cestui  que  tt 
find  security  for  the  defer 
costs.  Frost  V.  Heytvood,  2  Do 
C.  N.S.  801. 

The  assignees  of  a  bakrupt  1 

'  set  up  a  claim  to  certain  goods 

,  possession  of  a  carrier,  the  latt 

'  plied  to  a  judge  under  the  firs 

j  tion  of  the  Interpleader  Act,  y^ 

was  ordered,  that  unless  caus 

shown    to  the    contrary   on 

named,  the  assignees  be  barrec 


Judgment. 


INDEX. 


Laches. 


SZS 


claim,  and  pay  the  costs.  The  as- 
signees attended  on  the  day  named^ 
when  the  Order  was  discharged. 
Subsequently  summonses  were  served, 
calling  upon  the  plaintiffs  and  the  as- 
signees to  state  the  nature  and  particu- 
lars of  their  respective  claims.  The 
assignees  did  not  attend  upon  any  of 
these  summonses.  Held,  that  the 
judge  had  no  jurisdiction,  under  the 
interpleader  act,  to  order  the  assig- 
nees to  pay  costs.  Grazehrook  v. 
Pkkford,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  N.  S.  848  ; 
lOMees.  &  Wels.  279,  S.C. 

JOINT    AND    SEPARATE 
ESTATE. 

See  Inspector — Partnership — 
Proof. 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANY. 
See  Banking  Company. 

JUDGMENT. 

The  statute  6  Will.  4.  c.  14.  s. 
126.,  which  deprived  creditors  who 
have  obtained  judgment  by  confession 
against  their  debtor  of  preference  in 
bankruptcy,  has  not  been  repealed  by 
the  effect  of  the  3  &  4  Vkt.  c.  105. 
In  re  Perrin,  %  Dr.  &  War.  147. 

Creditors  by  simple  contract  are 
within  the  terms  of  the  3  &  4  Vict.  c. 
105.  s.  22.     Ibid. 

A  prior  statute  may  operate  upon 
the  provisions  of  a  subsequent  one, 
without  express  words.    Ibid. 

A  judgment  debt  is  prevented  by 
d  &  4  Vict.  c.  105.  •.  %%.  from  affect- 


ing the  right  of  simple  contract  cre- 
ditors in  bankruptcy,  who  became 
creditors  before  1st  November  1840, 
In  re  Perrin,  1  Con.  &  Law.  567. 

2.  A  judgment  being  made  a  charge 
by  the  22d  section  does  not  bring  it 
within  the  exception  as  to  "  heirs,** 
in  6  WiU.  4.  c.  14.  s.  126.     Ibid. 

6  WiU.  4.  c.  14.  s.  126.,  is  not  re- 
pealed by  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  105.     Ibid. 

The  conditional  order  heretofore 
issued  in  the  first  instance,  on  appli- 
cation for  a  receiver,  under  5  &  6 
Will.  4.  c.  55.  did  not  give  the  judg- 
ment creditor  priority  over  the  assig- 
nees of  the  debtor  committing  an  act 
of  bankruptcy  intermediately  between 
the  times  of  obtaining  the  conditional 
and  the  absolute  orders;  nor  had 
the  subsequent  orders  relation  back 
to  the  conditional  order.  Burt  v. 
Bernard,  2  Con.  &  Law.  271. 

(Tacking  judgment  debt.) 
See  MoRTOAOE. 


LACHES. 

Where  judgment  was  regularly 
signed,  and  execution  levied  on  the 
9th  March,  it  was  held  too  late  to 
apply  to  set  aside  the  judgment  on 
the  28th  April  following,  either  at 
the  instance  of  the  defendant  himself, 
or  of  his  assignees,  he  having  sub- 
sequently become  bankrupt,  although 
the  latter  were  not  aware  until  the 
7th  April  of  the  irregularity  existing 
in  the  judgment*  Weedon  v.  OardOf 
2  Dowl.  P.  C.  N.S.  64. 
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LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

The  74th  section  of  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16. 
applies  only  to  rent  accrued  due 
before  the  bankruptcy.  Briggs  v. 
Sawr^,  8  Mees.  &  Wels.  729. 

When  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt 
have  declined  a  lease  to  which  the 
bankrupt  was  entitled,  but  the  bank- 
rupt has  not  delivered  up  the  lease 
to  the  lessor,  the  property  in  the 
demised  premises  in  the  meantime 
continues  vested  in  the  bankrupt, 
and  the  lessor  reuins,  until  such  de- 
livery, his  right  of  distress  for  the 
rent.     Ibid. 

Semble,  that  the  effect  of  that  sec- 
tion is  only  to  exempt  the  bankrupt 
from  personal  liability,  and  not  to 
affect  the  landlord's  right  of  distress. 
Ibid. 

Semble  also,  that  it  only  applies  to 
cases  where  covenants  are  broken,  or 
rent  becomes  due,  after  the  delivery 
up  of  the  lease  by  the  bankrupt. 
Ibid. 

Qucere  whether  it  applies  to  the 
case  of  a  demise  not  in  writing.    Ibid. 

A  landlord  distrained  the  goods  of 
A.  on  his  tenant's  premises  for  rent ; 
the  tenant  afterwards  became  bank- 
rupt, and  obtained  his  certificate. 
Held,  that  the  certilicate  did  not  ope-  j 
rate  as  a  release  of  the  rent,  and  ! 
therefore  that  the  landlord  had  a 
right  in  replevin  at  the  suit  of  A.  to 
avow  for  a  return  of  the  goods. 
Newion  v.  Scott,  9  Mees.  &  Wels. 
434;  S,  C,  affirmed  on  appeal  in  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  10  Mees.  &  Wels. 
471. 


Parol  lease  is  within  6  Geo.  4.  c. 
IG.  s.  75.,  as  to  assignees  electing. 
Ex  parte  Hopton,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  S47. 

LEASE. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant — 

Mortgage. 

LEGACY. 

A  pecuniary  legatee  is  entitled  to 
be  paid  in  full  out  of  a  dividend 
payable  on  a  proof  made  in  respect 
of  devastavit  committed  by  a  bank- 
rupt who  is  executor  and  residuary 
legatee.  Ex  parte  Turner^  2  M.  D. 
&D.  613. 

A  testator,  by  his  will,  gives  2000/. 
to  a  daughter,  to  be  paid  as  therein- 
after mentioned,  and  charges  certain 
estates  with  the  payment.  In  a  sub« 
sequent  passage  he  directs  the 
daughter  to  let  her  legacy  remain  in 
the  hands  of  the  executors  at  interest 
till  she  should  happen  to  marry,  and 
that  then  and  in  such  case  the  legacy 
should  be  paid  by  certain  instal- 
ments by  the  executors,  they  contri- 
buting to  the  payments  equally.  He 
then  devises  the  property  charged, 
subject  to  the  payment  of  the  legacy, 
to  three  of  his  sons,  whom  he  ap- 
points his  residuary  legatees  and 
executors,  they  paying  his  debts, 
funeral  expenses,  the  legacy  above 
mentioned,  and  certain  annuities. 
Held,  that  the  bequest  was  a  vested 
legacy  of  2000/.,  and  not  merely  a 
gift  of  the  interest  while  the  daughter 
remained  single,  with  a  cootingent  of 


Lien, 
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the  principal  in  the  event  of  marriage. 
Ex  parte  Hudson,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  1 77. 

LIEN. 

Where  a  soh'citor  was  employed 
by  the  trustees  under  a  trust  deed 
in  the  preparation  of  the  deed  and 
the  execution  of  the  trusts,  and 
the  trustees  were  afterwards  chosen 
assignees  under  a  subsequent  fiat  in 
bankruptcy  issued  against  the  party, 
who  had  assigned  his  effects  under  the 
trust  deed  :  Held,  that  the  solicitor 
could  not  retain  a  sum  which  had 
come  to  his  hands  since  the  bank- 
ruptcy, in  satisfaction  of  his  charges 
relating  to  the  trust  deed.  Ex  parte 
Dean,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  438. 

The  bankrupt's  goods  having  been 
seized  in  execution  nearly  five  years 
ago,  tlie  solicitor  to  the  fiat,  without 
the  authority  of  the  assignee,  gave  an 
undertaking  to  the  sherifTs  officer  to 
indemnify  him  against  the  conse- 
quences of  his  relinquishing  the  pos- 
session of  the  goodsj  and  returning 
nulla  bona.  Held,  that  he  had  not, 
by  reason  of  his  liability  on  this  un- 
dertaking, any  lien  upon  the  bank- 
rupt's money  in  his  hands.  Ex  parte 
White,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  436. 

One  of  the  several  residuary  lega- 
tees, with  the  concurrence  of  the 
others,  induces  the  executors  to  sell 
out  stock  forming  part  of  the  resi- 
duary estate,  and  to  lend  him  the 
proceeds  on  his  executing  to  them  a 
warrant  of  attorney,  and  depositing 
certain  title  deeds  as  a  security  for 
the  replacement  of  the  stock  and 

VOL.  II. 


payment  of  the  dividends,  but  with- 
out any  express  lien  upon  or  refer- 
ence to  his  share  in  the  residue. 
Held,  that  the  executors  had  on  his 
bankruptcy  a  lien  on  the  share.  Ex 
parte  Making,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  508. 

A  London  firm  advance  money  to 
a  merchant  who  is  about  to  make  a 
consignment  to  their  correspondents 
in  Calcutta,  and  they  take  as  a  se- 
curity the  bill  of  lading,  which  they 
send  to  their  correspondents,  with  an 
account  of  the  transaction,  and  a  di- 
rection for  the  latter  to  remit  the 
return  proceeds  to  the  merchant 
through  them.  The  correspondents 
sell  the  goods^  and  remit  directly  to 
the  merchant  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn 
upon  the  London  firm  for  the  full 
amount  of  the  proceeds,  in  the  follow- 
ing form  :  "  Pay  through  your  good 
selves,  &c."  The  bill  of  exchange  is 
received  by  the  assignee  of  the  mer- 
chant, who  becomes  bankrupt  before 
its  arrival.  Held,  that  they  are  bound 
to  give  it  up  on  being  paid  the  differ- 
ence between  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
and  the  advance  made  to  the  bank- 
rupt, and  that  the  London  and  Indian 
firms  might  properly  join  in  present- 
ing a  petition  to  have  the  bill  delivered 
up.  Ex  parte  Macketf,  2  M.  D.  &  D. 
136. 

And  see  Mortgage. 

LIMITATION  OVER,  IN  CASE 
OF  BANKRUPTCY. 

Subject  to  the  life  estate  of  her  hus- 
band, a  wife  had  the  absolute  power 
of  appointing  a  trust  fund,  which  in 
3  K 
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default  of  appointment  was  limited  to 
her  next  of  kin,  and  there  was  a  pro- 
viso, that  if  the  husband  became 
bankrupt,  the  dividends  should  no 
longer  be  paid  to  him.  The  wife  died 
first,  and  appointed  the  fund  to  her 
husband.  Held,  that  he  became  en- 
titled thereto  absolutely,  and  had  a 
right  to  have  a  transfer  thereof. 
Neale  v.  Hodgson,  5  Beav.  159. 

Testator  bequeathed  his  residuary 
estate  to  trustees,  and  after  making  a 
provision  out  of  it  for  the  benefit  of 
his  son  for  life,  and  after  the  son's 
death  for  his  wife  and  children,  di- 
rected that  if  his  son  should  assign  or 
charge  the  interest  to  which  he  was 
entitled  for  life,  or  agree  so  to  do,  or 
commit  any  act  whereby  the  same  or 
any  part  thereof  might,  if  the  absolute 
property  thereof  was  vested  in  him, 
be  forfeited  to  or  become  vested  in 
any  person  or  persons,  then  the  trus- 
tees should  pay  and  apply  the  said 
interest  for  the  maintenance  and  sup- 
port of  his  son,  and  any  wife  or  chil- 
dren he  might  have,  and  for  the  edu- 
cation of  such  issue  as  the  trustees 
should  in  their  discretion  think  fit. 
Some  years  after  the  testator's  death, 
the  son  became  bankrupt.  Held,  that 
the  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  son,  his 
wife  and  children^  was  valid,  and  that 
the  assignees  were  not  entitled  to  any 
part  of  the  provision.  Godden  v. 
Crmohurst,  10  Sim.  642. 


LIQUIDATED  DEMAND. 
The  bankrupt  undertook  to  supply 


a  creditor  who  was  under  pecuniary 
engagements  for  him  with  five  pieces 
of  cloth  per  week,  or  to  forfeit  and 
pay  £  1 0  per  piece  as  liquidated  penalty 
for  every  piece  deficient.  The  bank- 
rupt made  such  frequent  default  in 
the  regular  supply  of  the  cloth,  that 
he  incurred  penalties  to  the  amount  oi 
3870/.,  which  the  creditor  claimed  to 
prove,  although  no  specific  damage 
was  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  h^ 
him  by  the  non-performance  of  the 
agreement,  and  the  only  balance  real!} 
due  to  him  was  48/.  18«.  6c/.  Hdd^ 
that  this  was  a  claim  for  unliquidated 
damages  founded  on  a  penalty,  and 
was  not  therefore  the  subject  of  proof. 
Ex  parte  Maclean,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  564. 
Teas  are  sold  to  be  paid  for  at  ap- 
pointed days,  the  sales  being  made 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  trade 
whereby  the  goods  when  sold  are  lef^ 
as  a  pledge  for  full  payment  with  th< 
vendor,  who  in  case  of  non-paymeni 
is  at  liberty  to  resell,  and  charge  th< 
loss  to  the  original  purchaser.  Th< 
purchase-money  is  not  paid  at  thi 
appointed  time;  the  purchaser  be 
comes  bankrupt,  and  the  vendoi 
having  sold  part  of  the  teas  before  th< 
fiat  and  the  rest  afterwards,  gives  ih\ 
estate  credit  for  the  clear  proceeds  o 
the  sales,  tendering  a  proof  for  th< 
residue  of  the  original  purchase  money 
Held,  that  although  there  was  no  de- 
livery of  the  goods,  the  original  sa]< 
was  a  binding  contract  within  the  Sta 
tute  of  Frauds,  and  that  the  claim  o 
the  vendors  constituted  not  unli 
quidated  damages,  but  a  proveabl< 


^^ 
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debt.  Ex  parte  Moffatt,  2  M.  D.  &  D. 
170. 

LUNACY. 

Of  bankrupt  is  a  ground  for  dis* 
pensing  with  his  affidavit  of  con- 
formity. Ex  parte  Mat/,  2  M.  D.  & 
D.  381. 

A  trader  being  indebted  to  a  lunatic 
in  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money 
of  a  business  and  the  machinery  and 
stock  in  trade,  after  carrying  on  the 
business  alone  for  some  time,  enters 
into  partnership  under  an  agreement 
by  which  the  stock  in  trade  and  pro- 
perty of  the  sole  business  were  to 
belong  to  the  firm,  which  was  to  take 
upon  itself  the  liabilities  of  the  sole 
business.  The  firm  renders  an  annual 
account  in  its  own  name  in  respect 
of  the  debt  to  the  committee  of  the 
lunatic,  who  makes  no  objection  to 
this  form  on  the  account.  Held,  on 
the  firm  becoming  bankrupt,  that  the 
committee  was  not  entitled  to  prove 
against  the  joint  estate.  Qucere, 
whether  he  had  power,  and  whether 
the  Lord  Chancellor  would  have  given 
him  power,  to  convert  the  separate 
into  a  joint  liability.  Ex  parte  Parker, 
2  M.  D.&D.  511. 

MARRIED  WOMAN. 

The  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  may 
maintain  an  action  in  their  own  names 
only  for  a  chose  in  action  belonging 
to  the  wife  of  a  bankrupt  before  mar- 
riage, as  a  promissory  note  given  to 
her  dum  sola.  And  in  such  action 
the  defendant  cannot  set  off  a  debt 


due  to  him  from  the  bankrupt.  Yates 
V.  Sherrington,  11  Mees.  &  Wels.  42. 

Feme  covert,  petitioning  by  her  next 
friend,  permitted  to  prove  the  value 
of  a  legacy  of  stock  bequeathed  to 
her  separate  use,  but  transferred  into 
the  name  of  her  husband,  who  sold 
it  out  and  became  bankrupt :  and  a 
trustee  appointed  to  receive  the  divi- 
dends. Ex  parte  Welh,  2  M.  D.  &  D. 
504. 

Assignees  may  sue  alone  on  a  pro- 
missory note  given  to  bankrupt's  wife 
before  marriage.  Yatei  v.  Sherring' 
ton,  2  Dow.  P.  C.  N.  S.  803. 

MARSHALLING  OF  SECURI- 
TIES. 

See  Mortgage. 

MERGER  OF  SECURITIES. 
See  Annuity — Mortgage. 

MISNOMER. 

Semhle,  that  a  joint  fiat  will  not  be 
annulled  on  account  of  a  misnomer  in 
it  of  one  of  the  bankrupts  by  the 
omission  of  one  of  his  Christian  names. 
Qucere,  whether  such  a  misnomer  of 
a  trader  in  proceedings  under  1  &  2 
Vict,  c.  110.  s.  8.,  is  a  sufficient 
ground  for  annulling  a  fiat  founded 
upon  them.  To  prove  the  existence 
of  such  a  misnomer,  it  is  not  enough 
to  state  that  the  trader  was  baptised 
by  and  always  adopted  another  name 
than  that  by  which  he  is  described ; 
it  must  appear  that  he  was  generally 
known  by  such  other  name.  Ex  parte 
Rkhards,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  493. 
3k2 
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Mortgage. 


{How  constituted.) 

An  equitable  sub-mortgagee  by 
re-deposit  held  to  be  entitled  at  law 
to  retain  the  deposited  documents 
against  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy 
of  the  original  mortgagor,  who  brought 
an  action  of  trover  to  recover  the 
deeds.  Hohion  v.  Mellond,  2  Mo. 
&  Rob.  342. 

Equitable  mortgage  may  be  created 
on  deeds  in  the  hands  of  a  third  party, 
and  by  a  memorandum  of  agreement 
on  the  part  of  the  mortgagor  to  assign 
his  interest  in  the  property  comprised 
in  the  deeds.  Ex  parte  Heathcoate, 
2M.  D.&D.  711. 

Brewers  agree  to  advance  money 
to  enable  a  publican  to  pay  the  con- 
sideration for  the  purchase  of  the 
lease  of  a  public-house,  on  the  under- 
standing that  as  soon  as  the  lease  is 
executed  it  shall  be  delivered  to  and 
deposited  with  the  brewers  as  a  se- 
curity for  the  advance.  The  lease  is 
accordingly  made  to  the  publican  as 
lessee,  but  on  its  execution  is  delivered 
by  the  lessor  immediately  to  the 
brewer's  agent,  who  advances  the 
money :  a  memorandum  is  at  the 
same  time  signed  by  the  publican, 
whereby  he  states  the  deposit  to  have 
been  made  by  himself  for  the  above 
purpose,  and  agrees  to  execute  a  legal 
mortgage  by  way  of  under-lease 
when  required.  The  publican  turns 
out  to  have  been  at  the  time  an  un- 
certificated bankrupt.  Held,  that  the 
brewers  had  a  good  lien  against  the 


assignees.  Meux  v.  Smith,  Seager  v 
Smith,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  789 ;  11  Sim 
410,  S.C. 

To  create  an  equitable  sab-mort 
gage  by  re-deposit  of  deeds  original! j 
deposited  by  way  of  mortgage,  it  v. 
not  necessary  that  the  written  memo- 
randum  accompanying  the  first  trans- 
action should  be  deposited  upon  th( 
second.  Ex  parte  Smith,  2  M.  D.  & 
D.  587. 

A  shareholder  in  a  company,  th< 
settlement  deed  of  which  prescribes  i 
specified  mode  for  the  transfer  ol 
shares,  and  excludes  from  being  share* 
holders  all  who  are  not  shippers  ol 
goods,  deposits  the  certificates  of  hii 
shares  by  way  of  mortgage  with  a 
person  not  of  the  prescribed  descrip- 
tion, and  without  following  the  pre- 
scribed mode  of  alienating.  Heidi 
that  the  deposit  created  a  valid  lieo 
as  against  his  assignees  on  his  becom- 
ing bankrupt.  Semble,  that  reputed 
ownership  of  shares  must  be  proved 
to  have  existed,  and  is  not  conclu- 
sively to  be  inferred  from  the  absence 
of  notice  of  a  lien  upon  them.  Ea 
parte  Pooley,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  505. 

Where  a  bankrupt  had  contracted 
to  buy  some  shares  in  the  United 
States  Bank,  the  certificates  of  whidi 
were  left  in  the  hands  of  the  vendoi 
as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  the 
greatest  portion  of  the  purchase- 
money :  Held,  that  the  vendor  wai 
entitled,  as  in  the  case  of  an  equiuble 
mortgage,  to  an  order  for  the  aale  ol 
the  shares,  in  satisfaction  of  the  un- 
paid purchase-money,  with  liberty  tc 
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prove  for  the  difierence.    Ex  'parte 
Sheppard,  %  M.  D.  &  D.  431. 

A  railway  act  prescribes  a  form  of 
instrument  for  the  transfer  of  shares, 
and  provides  that  a  memorial  of  the 
transfer  shall  be  entered  in  the  com- 
pany's books,  and  that  until  such  me- 
morial shall  be  made,  the  purchaser 
shall  have  no  share  in  the  under- 
taking. A  shareholder  in  the  railway 
borrows  money  on  a  deposit  of  the 
certificates  of  his  shares,  with  an  as- 
signment executed  by  him,  but  with 
the  name  of  the  transferrce  left  in 
blank,  and  the  blanks  are  not  filled 
up  before  the  shareholder  becomes 
bankrupt.  Held,  that  the  depositary 
bad  a  lien  on  the  shares,  and  that  the 
lien  extended  to  sums  paid  by  him  in 
respect  of  calls.  Ex  parte  Dobson, 
2  M.  D.  &  D.  685. 

Mortgage  of  shares  in  a  company 
by  a  director,  with  a  stipulation  that 
notice  should  not  be  given  to  the 
company,  bad  within  6G.  4.  c.  IG.  s. 
72.  Ex  parte  Nutting,  g  M.  D.  &  D. 
302. 

And  see  Reputed  Ownership. 

Trustee  having  a  partial  beneficial 
interest  in  the  trust  property  may  in- 
cumber his  interest  by  a  deposit  of 
the  title  deeds.  Ex  parte  Smith,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  587. 

H,  and  F.,  the  owners  of  a  ship, 
sent  her  to  Charlestown,  where  a 
cargo  of  cotton  was  put  on  board, 
with  which  he  returned  to  this  country. 
On  her  arrival  here,  the  defendant,  as 
mortgagee  of  the  ship,  took  posses- 
sion of  the  ship  and  cargo.     Held, 


that  the  assignees  of  H.  and  f  .,  who 
had  become  bankrupt  before  the  ar- 
rival of  the  vessel,  were  entitled  to 
maintain  trover  against  the  defendant 
for  the  cargo.  Brancker  v.  Mofyneux 
3  Scott,  N.  R.  332. 

(Merger  of  Securities.) 
The  bankrupt  being  the  lessee  un- 
der a  lease  for  forty-six  years,  sub- 
ject to  a  former  lease  for  twenty  years, 
deposits  it  by  way  of  equitable  mort- 
gage, he  afterwards  purchases  the  re- 
mainder of  the  term  granted  by  the 
first  lease,  and  deposits  that  lease  also 
with  the  same  party  for  securing  a 
further  sum.  Held,  that  the  first 
lease  was  not  under  these  circum- 
stances merged  in  the  second,  and 
that  the  depositaries  were  good  equi- 
table mortgagees  under  both  deposits. 
Ex  parte  Whithread,  2  M.  D.  &  D. 
415. 

Proximity  to  Bankruptcy. 
The  circumstance  that  a  security 
has  been  obtained  for  an  antecedent 
debt  three  weeks  only  before  the 
issuing  of  the  fiat,  is  not  of  itself  suf- 
ficient to  prevent  the  creditor  from 
obtaining  the  usual  order  at  once, 
without  a  preliminary  inquiry.  Ex 
parte  Heathcoate,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  711. 

{Extent  of  Security.) 
An  agreement  in  writing  accom- 
panying the  deposit  of  title  deeds,  to 
secure  a  specific  sum,  may  be  ex- 
tended as  a  security  beyond  that  sum 
by  a  subsequent  verbal  agreement, 
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Ex  parte  Nettleship,  2  M.  D.  &  D. 
IM. 

The  expression  "  may  advance,**  in 
a  memorandum,  does  not  conclusively 
confine  the  security  to  future  ad- 
vances. Ex  parte  Smithy  2  M.  D.  & 
D.  587. 


{As  to  Fixtures.) 
See  Fixtures. 

(Change  of  Firm.) 
The  title  deeds  of  property  belong- 
ing to  one  of  two  partners  in  trade 
are  deposited  with  a  banking  firm,  to 
secure  the  balance  of  the  account  cur- 
rent between  the  banking  firm  and 
the  partnership.  On  a  particular  ad- 
vance being  aflerwards  made  by  the 
former  to  the  latter,  the  partner  to 
whom  the  deeds  belong  writes  a  letter 
to  the  effect  that  the  object  of  the 
deposit  is  to  secure  that  ''as  well  as 
any  future  advances.*'  An  alteration 
takes  place  in  the  members  of  the 
banking  firm,  but  the  new  firm  retain 
the  deeds,  and  continue  to  advance 
money  to  the  partnership.  Heidt  that 
the  existing  banking  firm  were  enti- 
tled to  the  benefit  of  the  security. 
Ex  parte  Smith,  %  M.  D.  &  D.  314. 

{Taching.) 

A  mortgagee  by  demise  enters  up 
judgment  against  the  mortgagor  on 
another  debt,  and  dies  ;  his  executors 
take  from  the  mortgagor  a  memo- 
randum empowering  them  to  hold  the 
title  deeds  of  the  mortgaged  property 
as  a  security  for  a  part  of  the  judg- 
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ment  debt,  in  addition  to  the  origina 
mortgage  debt.  Hetd,  on  the  mort 
gagor  becoming  bankrupt,  that  th< 
executors  might  as  against  the  seconc 
mortgagee  tack  the  whole  of  tbt 
judgment  debt  to  the  mortgage.  Ei 
parte  Cox,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  486. 

Where  the  bankrupt  executed  se< 
veral  distinct  mortgages  of  differeni 
estates,  his  assignees  cannot  apply  t( 
redeem  the  mortgage  without  alsc 
redeeming  the  others.  Ex  parte  At- 
soger,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  328. 


{Marshalling.) 

Where  there  are  two  creditors  whc 
have  taken  securities  for  their  respec- 
tive debts,  and  the  security  of  the 
first  creditor  ranges  over  two  funds, 
while  the  security  of  the  second  is 
confined  to  one  of  these  funds,  the 
Court  will  marshal  the  assets  so  as  to 
throw  the  person  who  has  two  funds 
liable  to  his  demand  on  that  which  is 
not  liable  to  the  debt  of  the  second 
creditor.  The  bankruptcy  of  the 
debtor  will  not  prevent  the  application 
of  the  general  rule,  for  the  assignee 
stands  in  the  position  of  the  bank- 
rupt. Baldwin  v.  Belcher,  and  In  re 
Cornwall,  3  D.  &  W.  173 ;  2  Con.  & 
Law.  131,  S.  C. 

{Sale.) 

Order  for  sale  of  part  of  the  pro- 
perty comprised  in  a  security,  without 
prejudice  to  the  creditor's  lien  upon 
the  remainder,  which  was  at  the  time 
unsaleable  from  being  the  subject  o{ 
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litigation 
&  D.  730. 

The  Court  of  Review  has  jurisdic- 
tion to  entertain  a  petition  complain- 
ing of  an  abuse  for  tlie  execution  of 
an  order  made  for  the  sale  of  property 
under  an  equitable  mortgage,  but  the 
petition  must  be  that  of  a  creditor  or 
party  interested  in  the  bankrupt's 
property,  and  who  is  also  a  party 
aggrieved.  Where  a  petition  praying 
for  costs  is  dismissed,  it  will  in  gene- 
rally be  dismissed  with  costs.  Ex 
parte  Columbine,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  24. 

(Who  entitled  to  Rents  and  Profits  of 
mortgaged  Premises,) 
The  mortgagee  of  property,  which 
has  been  some  time  untenanted  and 
unproductive,  consents  that  the  as- 
signee of  the   bankrupt  mortgagor 
shall  let  the  premises  to  such  person 
as  he  may  think  proper,  the  mort- 
gagee stipulating  that  his  consent  is 
not  to  be  considered  as  assuming  the 
possession  of  the  premises  as  mort- 
gagee.   In  pursuance  of  this  arrange- 
ment, the  assignee  lets  the  property, 
and  receives  the  rents  for  a  period  of 
seven  years,  when  the  property   is 
sold,  but  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  are 
not  sufficient  to  pay  off  the  whole  of 
what    is    due    upon    the    mortgage. 
Held,  that  the  assignee,  and  not  the 
mortgagee,  was  entitled  to  these  bye- 
gone  rents.     Ex  parte  Carr,  2  M.  D. 
&  D.  534. 

{Proof  by  Mortgagee  how  far  facilitated 

by  Court,) 

See  Partnership* 


(Proof  without  Sale  of  Security.) 
Mortgagee  of  joint  estate,  to  secure 
joint  debt,  may  prove  a  separate  cove- 
nant, without  giving  up  his  security. 
Ex  parte  Shepherd,  2  M.  D.  &  D. 
204;  S.  C.  nom.  in  re  Plummerj  1 
Phil.  56. 

See  Proof. 


NOTICE. 
Notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
given  to  the  sheriff  or  his  officer  in 
possession,  is  not  notice  to  the  execu- 
tion creditor.  Ramsey  v.  Eaton,  2 
Dowl.P.  C.  N.  S.  219. 

Semble,  that  a  general  notice  to  an 
execution  creditor  that  the  defendant 
has  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
is  sufficient  without  particularly  spe- 
cifying it.    Ibid. 

See  Protected  Transactions. 
In  1816  D.  assigned  a  policy  of 
insurance  on  his  life  to  a  trustee,  to 
secure  a  sum  of  money  owmg  to  Ir., 
and  soon  afterwards  the  solicitor  of 
fV.  caused  a  memorandum  to  be  en- 
tered in  the  office  of  the  insurance 
company,  directing  that  all   letters 
were  to  be  sent  to  such  solicitor,  and 
the  premiums  were  tliencefortb  paid 
by    IV.  through  the  hands  of  such 
solicitor,  but  the  insurance  company 
were  not  informed  on  whose  behalf 
the  solicitor  acted.     In  1826  D.  be- 
came bankrupt,  and  his  assignees  de- 
clined to  interfere  as  to  the  policy. 
The  premiums  continued  to  be  paid 
by  IV.  through  his  solicitor  during 
his  life,  and  by  the  executors  of  tV, 
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through  their  bankers  after  his  death. 
D.  died  in  1829. 

Heldf  that  the  policy  was  in  the 
order  and  disposition  of  the  bank- 
rupt, and  that  there  was  not  any 
notice  given  to  the  insurance  office  of 
the  assignment  of  the  policy,  to  take 
it  out  of  such  order  and  disposition. 
JFest  V.  Reid,  2  Hare,  249. 

That  the  conduct  of  the  assignees 
did  not  amount  to  an  abandonment  of 
any  right  which  they  had  to  the  be- 
nefit of  the  policy.     Ibid. 

That  the  executors  of  IV.  had  a 
lien  on  the  policy  for  the  amount  of 
the  premiums,  which  had  been  paid 
by  JF.f  and  his  estate  and  the  interest 
thereon,  and  that  they  were  entitled 
to  payment  thereof  out  of  the  monies 
payable  under  the  policy.     Ibid, 

Negligence  as  applied  to  cases  of 
constructive  notice  supposes  the  dis- 
regard of  a  fact  known  to  the  pur- 
chaser which  indicated  the  existence 
of  a  fact,  the  knowledge  of  which  the 
Court  imputes  to  him,  and  such  neg- 
ligence may,  without  a  fraudulent 
motive^  be  so  gross  as  to  justify  the 
charge  of  constructive  notice.  Semble. 
Ibid. 

A  purchaser  may  be  presumed  to 
have  investigated  every  instrument 
which  directly  or  inferentially  forms  a 
link  in  the  title  to  the  property,  but 
not  instruments  which  are  neither 
directly  nor  presumptively  connected 
with  it,  and  may  only  by  possibility 
afTect  it.  Semble.  Ibid. 
And  see  Mortgage— Part!4er8Hip 

—  Reputed  Ownership — Trust. 


NOTICE  TO  DISPUTE. 

See  Pleading. 

OFFICIAL  ASSIGNEE. 

The  official  assignee  is  liable  to  the 
costs  of  defending  an  action  brought 
against  him  and  the  creditors'  as- 
signee, if  he  joined  in  retaining  the 
attorney.  Sydney  v.  Belcher,  2  Mo. 
&  Rob.  324. 

An  official  assignee  disclaiming  all 
interest  in  the  suit  may  be  dismissed 
on  the  hearing,  with  costs  to  be  paid 
to  him  by  the  plaintiff*,  but  in  such 
case  he  must  disclaim  absolutely 
either  by  his  answer,  or  at  the  bar. 
Clarke  v.  mimot,  1  Y.  &  C.  Chanc. 
Ca.  53. 

An  official  assignee  who  is  removed 
has  no  right  to  retain  the  papers  be- 
longing to  the  bankrupt's  estate  in  his 
hands  until  he  is  remunerated  for  his 
services  under  the  fiat,  and  if  he  re- 
fuses to  hand  them  over  to  his  suc- 
cessor, he  will  be  ordered  to  deliver 
them  up  with  costs.  Ex  parte  Graham^ 
2  M.  D.  &  D.  290. 

Where  an  official  assignee,  who  had 
been  removed  from  that  office,  neg- 
lected to  pay  over  a  sum  of  money 
which  he  had  received  under  the  fiat, 
he  was  ordered  forthwith  to  pay  the 
same,  together  with  interest  at  the 
rate  of  20/.  per  cent,  for  the  time  of 
his  retention  of  the  money.  Ex  parte 
Turner,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  481. 

ORDER  AND  DISPOSITION. 
See  Reputed  Ownership. 
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PAROL  AGREEMENT. 
See  Liquidated  Demand. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

(^Haw  constituted,) 
Where  a  negociation  took  place  be- 
tween B.,  S.  V.  &  Co.  and  £.,  as  lo 
the  admission  of  E,  as  a  partner  with 
then]>  and  E.  drew  out  a  sketch  of 
the  terms  of  the  intended  partnership, 
two  of  which  were,  that  E.  should 
bring  in  2000/.,  half  in  cash  and  half 
in  goods,  and  that  the  firm  should  be 
altered  to  that  of  B.  and  S,  V.  &  Co., 
and  £.  accordingly  advanced  the 
2000/.,  upon  which  the  words  *'  & 
Co."  were  added  to  the  original  firm, 
but  no  other  act  was  done  by  E,  to 
show  that  he  considered  himself  as  a 
partner,  and  he  refused  to  sign  any 
formal  agreement  for  a  partnership. 
Held^  tliat  this  was  not  sufficient  to 
constitute  him  a  partner  with  B,  and 
S.  F.,  so  as  to  prevent  him  from  prov- 
ing the  amount  of  his  advances  as  a 
debt  due  from  them  to  him,  under  a 
fiat  issued  against  B,  and  5.  V,  Ex 
parte  Turquand,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  339. 

(Change  of  Firm  and  Dissolution^  and 
Assignments  thereupon,) 
A,f  B,  and  C.  dissolved  their  part- 
nership, when  C.  executes  a  regular 
assignment  of  the  partnership  effects 
to  A,  and  B.,  and  notice  of  the  dis- 
solution appears  in  the  Gazette.  A. 
and  B.  continue  the  business  in  the 
same  firm  until  their  bankruptcy, 
which  is  more  than  a  twelve  month 


after  the  dissolution  and  assignment. 
Held,  that  a  joint  creditor  of  A,,  B, 
and  C.  could  not  prove  against  the 
estate  of  A.  and  B.  Ex  parte  Gurney, 
2  M.  D.  &  D.  541. 

A,  carries  on  the  business  of  a 
grocer  separately,  and  also  that  of  an 
iron-founder  in  partnership  with  B. 
Af\er  this  trading  for  four  years,  he 
sells  off  the  stock  of  the  grocery  bu- 
siness, and  retires  wholly  from  that 
trade,  investing  the  proceeds  in  the 
iron-foundry  business,  which,  with  the 
exception  of  a  small  sum  brought  in 
by  B,f  constituted  the  whole  capital 
of  the  partnership.  A  joint  fiat  is 
issued  against  A,  and  B,  sixteen 
months  af\er  A,  had  retired  from  his 
separate  grocery  trade.  Held^  that 
the  creditors  of  A,  in  the  grocery 
trade  could  not  prove  against  the 
joint  estate  of  A,  and  B,  Ex  parte 
Graham,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  781. 

L.  and  C.  employed  packmen  to 
travel  round  various  districts  in  the 
country  to  sell  their  goods,  in  the 
course  of  which  dealings  were  had 
with  3500  customers.  L.  and  C,  dis- 
solved their  partnership,  of  which 
notice  was  given  in  the  Gazette,  and 
sold  the  debts  owing  on  these  dif- 
ferent rounds  to  the  new  firm  of  S, 
and  C,  which  continued  the  same 
course  of  dealing,  and  some  of  the 
bills  of  parcels  delivered  to  the  cus- 
tomers by  one  of  the  packmen  were 
altered  in  the  heading  from  the  firm 
of  L.  and  C.  to  that  of  S.  and  C. ; 
but  it  did  not  appear  that  any  express 
notice  was  given  to  the  customers  of 
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the  assignment  of  the  debts  from  the 
old  to  the  new  firm  :  both  firms  be- 
came bankrupt.  Held,  under  these 
circumstances,  that  there  was  not  such 
proof  of  want  of  notice  to  the  dif- 
ferent debtors  of  the  debts  from  the 
old  to  the  new  firm  as  to  raise  the 
inference  that  the  debts  continued 
in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
former.  Ex  parte  Woodgate^  2  M. 
D.  &  D.  394. 

A  consignment  is  made  by  one  firm 
to  another  through  a  third,  who  make 
an  advance  to  the  first  on  an  agree- 
ment for  a  lien  upon  the  return  pro- 
ceeds The  proceeds  are  accord- 
ingly remitted  to  them ;  but  before 
their  arrival  the  consignors  have  dis- 
solved partnership,  and  separate  fiats 
have  issued  against  each  of  them. 
By  the  dissolution  deed  it  is  agreed 
that  a  certain  portion  of  the  partner- 
ship credit  should  belong  to,  and  a 
certain  portion  of  the  partnership 
debts  should  be  paid  by,  one  of  the 
partners,  to  whom,  in  pursuance  of 
this  agreement,  the  assignee  of  the 
other  partner  transfers  all  his  interest 
in  the  above-mentioned  return  pro- 
ceeds, lieid,  that  this  interest  con- 
stituted separate  and  not  joint  estate. 
Ex  parte  Birley,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  354. 

A  small  debt  of  W.  14«.  %d.  due  to 
the  firm  before  its  dissolution,  held^ 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
not  joint  property  for  the  purpose  of 
preventing  a  joint  creditor  from  re- 
ceiving dividends  out  of  tlie  separate 
estate.     Ilnd. 

A,  and  B.  dissolve  their  partner- 


ship, when  B.  assigns  all  the  j 
property  to  ^.,  among  which 
debts  due  to  the  firm  to  the  am< 
of  60/.,  but  no  notice  of  the  ass 
ment  is  given  to  the  debtors.  A, 
B.  severally  become  bankrupt.  £ 
that  a  joint  creditor,  who  had  pre 
under  the  separate  fiat  against 
was  entitled  to  receive  dividendi 
his  proof.  Ex  parte  Taylor ^  2  M. 
&  D.  753. 

A,  and  B.,  who  are  partners  trac 
under  the  style  of  C.  &  Co.,  sig 
guarantee  by  their  private  na 
only  in  the  following  form :  "  ' 
undersigned  hereby  guarantee,  S 
Setnble,  the  proof  in  bankruptcy  u 
this  guarantee  must  be  made  aga 
the  joint  estate,  if  there  were  a 
but  the  partnership  having  been  < 
solved  after  the  signature  of  the  g 
rantee  by  an  agreement  by  whicl 
was  to  be  made  the  sole  owner  of 
stock,  debts  and  effects  of  the  fi 
he  taking  on  himself  its  liabih'i 
held,  that  a  mere  general  staten 
that  at  the  time  of  the  dissolui 
there  were  outstanding  credits  aroot 
ing  to  200L,  and  that  credits  to 
amount  of  10/.  were  recoverable,  w 
out  particularising  them,  was  not  i 
ficient  ground  for  preventing  credit 
under  the  guarantee  from  recein 
dividends  out  of  B.'s  separate  est 
Ex  parte  Burdekm,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  7 

(As  to  Eject  of  Change  of  Firm 
Mortgage.) 

See  Mortgage. 
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{SubstiiutUm  af  UabUity  of  new  Firm.) 
See  Fact,  Question  of — Lunacy. 

{Joint  or  sefmrate  Liability,  Proofs 
in  respect  of,) 

Creditor  not  allowed  to  retire  from 
proof  against  joint  estate  and  to 
tender  one  against  separate  estate, 
without  special  grounds.  Ex  parte 
Dixon,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  313. 

A.f  B,  and  C,  who  are  in  partner- 
ship, are  joint  owners  of  a  ship  with 
D.,  the  managing  owner,  who  con- 
tracts a  debt  with  the  petitioners  for 
goods  supplied  for  the  use  of  the 
ship.  ^.,  B,  and  C.  become  bank- 
rupt. Heldy  that  the  petitioners 
could  not  prove  against  their  joint 
estate,  but  only  against  the  separate 
estate  of  each  of  the  bankrupts.  Ex 
parte  Benson,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  750. 
Sec  last  Subdivision,  and  title  Proof. 

fiy  a  partnership  deed,  a  partner, 
entitled  to  one-fourth  of  the  capital 
and  profits,  engages  to  furnish  more 
than  his  proportion  of  the  capital  if 
required,  it  being  agreed  that  the  ex- 
cess should  at  his  deatli  be  secured 
to  his  representatives  by  a  mortgage 
of  the  partnership  property,  he  having 
power  to  appoint  by  will  one  or  more 
of  his  sons  to  succeed  to  his  fourth 
part. 

fiy  his  will  he  appoints  such  of  his 
sons  to  succeed  him  as  should  be 
selected  by  his  widow  and  one  of  his 
partners,  whom  he  appoints  his  ex- 
ecutrix and  executor,  but  directs  that 
during  the  minority  of  the  sons,  and 
afler  providing  for  their  maintenance. 


the  surplus  profits  of  his  share  should 
fall  into  his  residuary  estate. 

At  his  death,  his  sons  bring  minors, 
the  business  is  carried  on  as  before, 
the  testator's  representatives  taking 
his  place,  but  not  taking  or  calling 
for  any  security  for  the  debts  due  to 
his  estate  in  respect  of  the  excess  of 
capital  advanced  by  him.  On  the 
widow  dying,  and  the  surviving  part- 
ners becoming  bankrupt.  Held, 

1 .  That  there  could  be  no  right  of 
proof  on  behalf  of  the  testator's  es- 
tate against  the  joint  estate  of  the 
surviving  partners  in  respect  of  his 
debt. 

2.  That  even  if  there  could,  those 
interested  in  the  testator's  estate  were 
not  entitled  to  have  the  dividends 
stayed  or  a  fund  reserved  till  the 
hearing  of  a  cause,  which  was  to  de- 
cide upon  their  right  to  a  lien  on  their 
partnership  property  in  respect  of 
this  debt,  the  legal  right  of  the  ge- 
neral body  of  creditors  to  a  dividend 
never  being  delnycd  at  the  instance 
of  a  creditor  claiming  a  preference, 
except  in  clear  cases,  or  where  his 
equity  is  manifestly  preponderant.  Ex 
parte  Thompson,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  761. 

Joint  creditors  who  have  proved 
under  a  sepaiate  fiat  are  entitled  to 
receive  a  dividend  on  their  proofs  out 
of  the  surplus  of  the  separate  estate 
before  the  separate  creditors  are  paid 
interest  on  their  debts.  A  petition 
by  joint  creditors  for  this  purpose 
sliould  be  served  upon  the  bankrupt's 
executor.  Ex  parte  Wood,  2  M.  D, 
&  D.  2S2. 
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A  partnership  firm  mortgage  part 
of  the  joint  estate  to  secure  a  joint 
debt,  and  by  tlie  mortgage  deed  co- 
venant jointly  and  severally  for  pay- 
ment of  the  debt.  Held,  that  on 
their  bankruptcy  the  mortgagee  might 
prove  the  whole  debt  against  the  se- 
parate estate,  without  giving  up  the 
security.  Ex  parte  Shepherd,  2  M. 
D.  &  D.  204 ;  S.  C.  nam.  in  re  Plum- 
mer,  1  Phil.  56. 

Tlie  rule  that  a  joint  creditor 
suing  out  a  separate  fiat  shall  receive 
dividends  on  his  joint  debt  out  of 
the  separate  estate  pari  passu  with 
the  separate  creditors,  applies  to  a 
case  where,  besides  the  joint  debt^ 
there  is  due  to  the  joint  creditor  from 
the  bankrupt  a  separate  debt  of  suf- 
ficient amount  to  support  a  fiat.  The 
point  having  been  decided  against  the 
creditor  by  the  Commissioners  and 
by  the  Court  of  Review,  held,  that 
he  was  not  entitled  to  costs. .  Ex 
parte  Burnett,  2  M .  D.  &  D.  357. 

{Fiat  against  Partnership.) 
See  Fiat. 

(Proof  between  Partners.) 
Ex  parte  Cooper,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  1. 
Apid  see  Banking  Company. 

{lAahiUty  of  Firm  for  Tort  of  one 

Partner.) 

See  Proof. 

PAYMENTS. 

{Appropriation  of,) 
See  Surety. 


PERJURY. 

Commissioners  acting  under  a  fiat 
in  bankruptcy  adjudicated  y^.  to  be  a 
bankrupt,  and  afterwards  B.  was  ex- 
amined before  them  touching  the  es- 
tate of  A.,  and  gave  evidence  which 
was  alleged  to  be  false  :  B.  being  in- 
dicted for  perjury,  it  appeared  on  the 
trial  that  the  petitioning  creditor's 
debt,  on  which  the  fiat  had  issued, 
was  not  of  sufficient  amount ;  but  it 
also  appeared  that  A.  owed  other 
debts  which  might  have  been  substi- 
tuted for  the  petitioning  creditor's 
debt  by  the  order  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, under  section  1 8  of  6  Geo.  4. 
c.  16.  so  as  to  have  rendered  the  fiat 
valid,  but  that  no  such  order  had 
been  made.  Held,  that  under  these 
circumstances,  B.  could  not  be  guilty 
of  perjury  on  this  his  examination. 
Reg.  V.  Exdngton,  1  Carr.  &  Mar.  319. 

But  semhle,  that  if  B.  had  been  ex- 
amined by  the  Commissioners  on  the 
preliminary  proceedings  before  them, 
to  ascertain  whether  A.  should  be 
adjudged  a  bankrupt  or  not,  6.  might 
have  been  guilty  of  perjury,  even 
though  there  had  been  no  good  pe- 
titioning creditor's  debt.     Ibid. 

PETITION. 

Not  presented,  no  order  as  to  hear* 
ingof.  I{eCamptoir^2M.D.&D.671. 

Of  married  woman,  in  respect  of 
separate  property,  should  be  by  her 
next  friend.  Ex  parte  Welts,  2  M.  D. 
&  D.  504. 

The  Court  will  hear  the  petition  of 
a  marksman,  although  the  attesution 
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of  it  it  defective  in  not  stating  that 
the  petition  has  been  read  to  him,  if 
the  petitioner's  affidavit,  being  an 
echo  of  the  petition,  is  expressed  in 
the  jurat  to  have  been  read  to  him. 
Ex  parte  WaMrook,  %  M.  D.  &  D. 
490. 

A  petition  complaining  of  the  re- 
jection of  a  proof  neither  sets  forth 
the  grounds  of  the  rejection,  nor 
states  that  none  were  assigned.  Held^ 
the  petition  might  nevertheless  be 
heard.  Ex  parte  Mudie,  Z  M.  D.  k 
D.  490. 

A  petition  states  a  transaction  in 
such  a  way  as  to  imply  an  assent  to 
it  on  the  part  of  the  petitioner  ;  but 
the  allegation  from  which  the  infer- 
ence arises  is  not  contained  in  the 
petitioner's  affidavit  in  support  of  the 
petition.  An  order  having  been 
made,  a  petition  of  rehearing  on  the 
ground  of  surprise,  sup^iorted  by  an 
affidavit  that  no  assent  had  been 
given,  and  that  the  allegation  in  the 
petition  had  been  only  suffered  to 
remain  unexplained,  because  it  was 
not  considered  that  any  question 
would  turn  upon  it,  was  dismissed 
with  costs,  the  Court  holding  that 
the  allegation  amounted  to  an  assent, 
on  the  footing  of  which  the  order 
was  made.  Ex  parte  Eyre,  2  M.  D. 
&  D.  84. 

And  tee  Practice. 

PETITIONING  CREDITOR. 

Semite t  the  Bank  of  Ireland  may 
be.     In  re  Beate,  2  Dr.  &  W.  275. 


Petitioning  creditor  having  a  joint 
and  also  a  separate  debt,  each  of  suffi- 
cient amount  to  support  a  fiat,  and  su- 
ing out  a  separate  fiat,  may  receive 
dividends  out  of  the  separate  estate  in 
respect  of  his  joint  debt  part  pastu 
with  the  separate  creditors.  Ex  parte 
Burnett,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  357. 

Petitioning  creditor  cannot  petition 
for  payment  of  costs  up  to  choice  of 
assignees,  before  the  Commissioner 
have  ordered  payment;  and  semblef 
he  is  a  necessary  party  on  a  petition 
being  presented  by  the  solicitor  for 
payment.  Ex  parte  Cooper,  2  M.  D, 
8c  D.  420. 

In  an  action,  brought  by  a  bank- 
rupt against  his  assignees  to  try  the 
validity  of  the  fiat,  the  petitioning 
creditor  is  not  a  competent  witness 
for  the  defendant  to  prove  the  peti- 
tioning creditor's  debt,  and  the  fact 
of  his  having  assigned  his  debt  will 
make  no  difference.  Carruthers  v. 
Graham,  1  Car.  &  M.  5 ;  2  Moo.  & 
Rob.  368,  6*.  C. 

PETITIONING  CREDITOR'S 
DEBT. 

Need  not  be  in  existence  before 
fraudulent  warrant  of  attorney  sought 
to  be  set  aside  by  assignees.  Everett 
v.  Wells,  2  Scott  N.  S.  525  ;  2  Man. 
&  Gr.  2G9,  S.  C. 

{Invalidity  of,  and  substitution  of  neto 
Petitioning  Creditor's  Debt.) 

Quaere,  whether  a  debt  for  which 
a  bill  of  exchange  is  given  is  thereby 
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completely  extinguished  so  as  to  be 
incapable  of  supporting  a  fiat,  if  the 
bill  be  negotiated  and  be  out  of  the 
possession  of  the  creditor  at  the  time 
of  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  Where  on 
a  petition  to  annul  for  want  of  a  peti- 
tioning creditor's  debt,  the  validity 
of  the  debt  is  a  fair  subject  of  doubt, 
the  Court  will  allow  the  petition  to 
stand  over,  to  give  time  for  an  appli- 
cation to  substitute  a  new  petitioning 
creditor's  debt.  Ex  parte  Magnus,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  604. 

Where  the  assignees  failed  in  an 
action  owing  to  the  invalidity  of  an 
order  substituting  a  new  petitioning 
creditor's  debt,  and  a  new  trial  was 
ordered,  the  Court  refused  to  order 
that  no  application  should  be  made 
to  it  as  to  the  substitution  of  such 
debt^  without  notice  to  the  defend- 
ant in  the  action.  Ex  parte  Moly- 
neux,  ft  M.  D.  &  D.  572. 

A  creditor  having  obtained  an  or- 
der to  substitute  his  own  debt  for  that 
of  the  petitioning  creditor,  and  having 
applied  afterwards  to  the  Court  to 
amend  the  order,  which  proved  de- 
fective through  a  clerical  slip  of  the 
officer  in  drawing  it  up,  the  de- 
fendant in  a  pending  action  petitioned 
against  the  amendment,  or  if  such 
should  be  directed  that  the  original 
order  might  not  be  dated  prior  to  the 
order  of  amendment.  Held,  that  the 
Court  ought  not  to  entertain  such  an 
application.  Ex  parte  Motyneux,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  656. 

On    8   petition   to   substitute    a 
^petitKmiag  creditor's  debt,  and 


on  it  appearing  that  the  petitioi 
creditor  was  in  insolvent  circ 
stances,  the  Court  ordered  that,  if 
costs  could  not  be  recovered  f 
him,  they  should  come  out  of 
estate.  Ex  parte  Skerbom,  2  M. 
&  D.  693. 

An  order  to  substitute  a  petiti 
ing  creditor's  debt  was  amended 
the  purpose  of  stating  that  the  < 
ditor  applying  to  have  his  debt  s 
stitiited  had  proved  a  sufficient  d 
before  making  the  application. 
parte  Fletcher,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  654. 

By  an  order  of  the  Court  of  1 
view,  under  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  : 
for  substituting  a  new  debt  in  Kec 
the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  u] 
which  a  fiat  had  issued,  reciting  I 
certain  persons  had  preferred  a  pi 
tion  to  the  Court,  setting  forth  am( 
other  matters,  "  that  a  fiat  in  bai 
ruptcy,  bearing  date  the  9th  Ji 
1837,  was  duly  awarded  and  issi 
against  the  bankrupts,  under  wh 
they  were  duly  proved  and  declai 
bankrupts,  and  that  the  petition 
creditor  had  duly  proved  a  debt  am 
the  Jiat,  and  were  creditors  of  i 
bankrupts  for  the  sum  of  150/.,  bei 
the  balance  of  an  account  for  mor 
had  and  advanced  to  the  bankrui 
by  the  petitioners  on  the  13th  M 
1837,  and  that  the  same  debt  uas  \ 
currcd  by  the  bankrupts  not  anterior 
the  debt  of  the  said  petitioning  credii 
under  the  fiat,  and  praying  that  t 
Court  would  be  pleased  to  order  a 
allow  the  debt  of  the  said  petitiom 
to  be  substituted  for  the  debt  of 
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R,f  with  proceedings  under  the  fiat, 
and  that  it  might  be  proceeded  in  and 
deemed  valid,  &c. — it  was  declared 
that  the  debt  of  T.  R.,  upon  which 
the  adjudication  was  made,  toas  an 
mnfficiaU  debt,  and  then  the  order 
proceeded,  and  it  appears  to  the  Court 
that  the  debt  of  the  petitioners,  proved 
by  them  under  the  said  fiat,  or  so 
much  thereof  as  is  sufficient  to  sup- 
port such  fiat,  was  incurred  not  an- 
terior to  the  said  debt  of  the  said  T. 
R,f  and  is  an  existing  and  sufficient 
debt,  to  support  the  said  fiat,  the 
Court  ordered,  &c."  Heid^  that  the 
order  was  invalid,  inasmuch  as  it 
contained  no  adjudication  that  the 
debt  of  the  petitioner  had  been  prov- 
ed under  the  fiat  at  the  time  they  prc' 
sented  their  petition,  as  required  by 
the  statute.  Brancker  v.  Molyneux, 
4  Scott  N.  R.  753. 

2.  The  order  was  originally  issued 
before  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion, but  afler  two  trials  had  taken 
place,  and  just  on  the  eve  of  a  third, 
the  assignees  procured  it  to  be 
amended  by  more  fully  reciting  the 
petition  upon  which  it  proceeded,  the 
defendant  having  no  notice  of  the  ap- 
plication for  such  amendment.  Held, 
that  the  order  amended  must  be 
taken  to  speak  from  its  original  date ; 
and  that  the  want  of  notice  to  the 
defendant  was  no  ground  of  objec- 
tion.    Ibid. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  Com- 
missioners should  certify  that  the 
debt  of  a  creditor  proposed  to  be 
substituted  for  that  of  the  petition- 


ing creditor  has  been  incurred  not  an- 
terior to  the  debt  of  the  petitioning 
creditor,  if  the  Court  is  satisfied  of 
the  fact  by  other  evidence.  Ex  parte 
Pubery,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  184. 

And  see  Bill  of  Exchange. 

PLEADING. 

To  an  action  of  trespass  quare 
clausum  fregit,  a  plea  of  the  plain- 
tiff's bankruptcy  is  bad  on  general 
demurrer.  Spence  v.  Rogers^  2  Dow. 
N.  S.  999. 

U  he  declaration  in  an  action  for 
maliciously  suing  out  a  fiat  in  bank- 
ruptcy contained  an  allegation  that 
it  was  ordered  by  the  Court  of  Re- 
view that  the  said  fiat  should  be  an- 
nulled, and  the  same  was  accordingly 
annulled^  and  the  proceedings  on  the 
said  fiat  were  thereupon  ended  and 
determined.  The  order  of  the  Court 
of  Review  was,  that  the  fiat  be  an- 
nulled if  the  Right  Hon.  the  Lord 
Chancellor  shall  think  fit,  and  at  the 
foot  of  it  was  a  confirmation  of  it 
signed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor.  Held^ 
that  the  allegation  was  substantially 
proved.  Kemp  v.  King^  1  Car.  & 
M.  396. 

To  trover  by  assignees  of  H.  and 
L.  against  the  sheriff,  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  one  H,  and  one  L.  be- 
ing indebted  to  S,^  he  sued  out  a  fi. 
fa.  directed  to  defendant  as  sheriff, 
and  thereupon  after  H.  and  L.  be- 
came bankrupts,  and  before  the  fiat, 
he  took  the  goods  in  execution,  and 
that  afterwards  a  fiat  issued,  under 
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which  the  plaintiffs  were  appointed 
assignees,  and  as  such  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  goods,  which  pos- 
session is  the  possession  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned.  Held,  1.  that  the 
defence  might  be  given  in  evidence 
either  under  the  plea  of  not  possess- 
ed or  not  guilty.  Unwin  and  another 
V.  St.  Quintin,  2  Dow.  P.  C,  N.  S. 
790;  11  Mees.  &  W.  277. 

2.  That  the  plea  was  not  an  argu- 
mentative plea  of  not  possessed. 
Quaere,  whether  bad  as  an  argumen- 
tative denial  of  the  plaintiff's  title. 
Ibid. 

S.  That  it  sufficiently  appeared 
that  the  persons  named  in  the  plea  as 
bankrupts  are  the  same  as  those  men- 
tioned in  the  declaration.     Ibid, 

4.  That  it  was  neccessary  to  aver 
that  the  seizure  or  fiat  was  after  the 
passing  of  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29. 
Ibid. 

The  sheriff  seized  under  a  fi.  fa. 
at  the  suit  of  G.  certain  goods  in 
the  possession  of  one  fV.  The  goods 
were  claimed  by  C.  and  H.  respec- 
tively under  three  several  mortgages 
from  jy.  Upon  an  issue  directed  un- 
der the  Interpleader  Act  to  try  their 
right,  C.  and  //.  being  plaintiffs  and 
G.,  the  execution  creditor,  defend- 
ant. Held,  that  it  was  competent  to 
set  up  the  title  of  the  assignees  of 
IV.f  who  had  become  bankrupt.  Chase 
v.  Gable,  3  Scott  N.  R.  245. 

Certain  goods  of  one  S.  having 
been  taken  under  a  fi.  fa.,  the  as- 
signees of  S.  (who  had  been  de- 
clared a  bankrupt)  preferred  a  claim, 


whereupon  an  issue  was  directed  un- 
der the  Interpleader  Act,  in  which 
the  assignees  were  plaintiffs,  and  the 
execution  creditors  defendants,  to 
try  whether  at  the  time  of  the  seizure 
of  the  goods  the  plaintiffs  were  enti- 
tled to  the  same  as  against  and  free 
from  the  execution,  or  whether  the 
goods  were  subject  and  liable  to  be  so 
seized  and  levied  under  the  said  writ 
or  not  as  against  the  plaintiffs.  Heid^ 
that  this  put  in  issue  the  bankruptcy 
of  S.  Lett  V.  Mehille,  3  Scott  N. 
R.  346. 

Held  also,  that  a  feigned  issue  is 
not  within  6  Geo,  4.  c.  16.  s.  90.,  so 
as  to  require  the  defendant  to  give 
notice  of  his  intention  to  dispute  the 
petitioning  creditor's  debt,  trading, 
or  act  of  bankruptcy.     Ibid. 

In  an  action  on  the  case  for  mali- 
ciously suing  out  fiat  in  bankruptcy, 
the  usual  allegation  in  the  declaration 
as  to  the  annulling  of  the  fiat  is  not 
put  in  issue  by  the  plea  of  not  guilty. 
Atkinson  v.  Raleigh,  2  Gale  &  Dav. 
611. 

A  declaration  for  maliciously  suing 
out  a  fiat,  **  that  it  was  duly  ordered, 
to  wit,  by  the  Court  of  Review,  then 
having  competent  power  in  that  be« 
half,  that  the  said  fiat  should  be  and 
the  same  was  then  rescinded  and  an- 
nulled^ and  the  proceedings  were 
thereupon  wholly  ended  and  deter- 
mined. Held,  after  verdict^  that  the 
declaration  was  good,  even  if  no  one 
but  the  Chancellor  could  annul  the 
fiat.  Evidence  that  it  was  annulled 
by  him   would   have  supported  the 
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concluding  allegation  that  the  pro- 
ceedings were  ended,  which  was  in- 
dependent of  the  preceding  allega- 
tion as  to  the  Court  of  Review.  Ibid. 

Eighty-five  bundles,  of  the  value 
of  114/.,  had  been  delivered  by  the 
bankrupt  to  the  defendants,  as  they 
alleged,  to  meet  an  accommodation 
bill  which  they  were  about  to  give 
the  bankrupt.  The  goods  were  ac- 
companied by  an  invoice,  which  stated 
them  to  be  bought  by  the  defend- 
ants of  the  bankrupt.  Heid,  that 
under  these  circumstances  the  assig- 
nees might  waive  the  tort,  and  bring 
assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered. Russell  V.  Bell,  10  Mecs.  & 
W.  340. 

To  an  action  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  the  defendant  pleaded  puis 
darrein  continuance,  that  on  the  1  dth 
July  1843,  the  plaintiffs  were  bank- 
rupt, and  that  afterwards  an  official 
assignee  was  appointed,  and  afier  the 
last  pleading  in  the  cause  and  within 
eight  days  now  last  pst  the  credi- 
tors' assignees  were  chosen.  Held 
bad,  for  not  shewing  that  the  ofllcial 
assignee  was  appointed  within  eight 
days  afler  the  plea.  Dunn  and  ano- 
ther  V.  HUl  and  another,  2  Dow.  P. 
C,  N.  S.  1062. 

In  equity  a  plea  on  information  and 
belief  of  plaintiff's  bankruptcy  is 
good.  Kirkman  v.  Andrews,  4  Beav. 
554. 

POLICY  OF  INSURANCE. 
See  Reputed  Ownership. 

YOI..  II. 


PRACTICE. 

Affidavit  of  debt  sworn  in  Scot- 
land, fiat  issued  upon.  Ex  parte 
Rumsey,2U.  D.  &  D.  571. 

{Annulling,) 
See  Annulling. 

(Hearing  of  petition.) 

Where  the  petitioner  made  out  a 
new  case  in  his  affidavits  in  reply, 
which  were  filed  only  three  days 
before  the  petition  was  set  down  for 
hearing,  the  Court  permitted  the 
hearing  to  be  postponed,  in  order 
that  the  respondent  might  have  time 
to  answer  the  affidavits,  but  as  he 
had  given  no  notice  of  the  apphca- 
tion,  he  was  ordered  to  pay  the  costs 
of  the  day.  Ex  parte  Rogers,  2  M. 
D.  &  D.  503. 

Where  a  petition  is  set  down  for 
further  directions,  and  comes  on  also 
by  way  of  exceptions  to  the  regis- 
trar's report,  the  petitioner's  counsel 
are  entitled  to  begin.  Ex  parte  Butler, 
2M.  D.  &  D.  731. 

No  order  as  to  the  hearing  can  be 
made  on  a  petition  not  yet  presented. 
In  re  Campion,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  671, 

Practice  on  application  to  set  down 
two  petitions  of  different  parties  to 
come  on  together.  Ex  parte  Abbott, 
2  M.  D.  &  D.  64. 

Bankrupt  not  entitled  to  a  copy 
of  the  depositions  on  which  the  ad- 
judication proceeds  on  his  petition  to 
annul.     Ibid, 

(Senice.) 
On  a  petition  for  payment  of  a  di- 
3l 
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tidend,  it  is  unnecessary  to  serve  the 
creditors*  assignees  with  the  petition, 
and  if  they  are  served,  the  petitioner 
must  pay  the  costs  of  their  appear- 
ance. Ex  parte  Saunders,  2  M.  D.  & 
D.  529. 

Petition  by  joint  creditors  to  be 
paid  principal  out  of  surplus  of  sepa- 
rate estate  should  be  served  on  bank- 
rupt's executor.  Ex  parte  Wood,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  282. 

(Evidence.) 

Deposition  of  a  party  before  Com- 
tnissioner  may  be  read  to  contradict 
subsequent  statements,  if  notice  of 
bitention  to  read  it  be  given,  and  a 
eopy  furnished.  Ex  parte  Gem,  2  M. 
B.  &  D.  99. 

Notice  must  be  given  of  intention 
to  read  as  evidence  part  of  exami- 
nation before  Commissioner.  Ex 
parte  Smith,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  113. 

Production  of  proceedings  under 
separate  fiat  to  prove  act  of  bank- 
rnptcy  under  joint  fiat.     Ex  parte 
Sharp,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  350. 
And  see  Evidence. 

(As  to  ex  parte  application^  conceal' 

ment  of  fact  vpon,) 

See  Ex  parte  Application. 

PROMISSORY  NOTE. 

The  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  may 
iiue  alone  on  a  promissory  note  given 
to  the  bankrupt's  wife  before  mar- 
riage. Yates  V.  Sherrington^  2  Dowl. 
P.  C.  N.  S.  803. 

In  an  action  by  the  holder  of  a 
promissory  note,  indorsed  generally 


by  the  payee,  to  a  plea  that  the  ps 
indorsed  it  after  he  became  ba 
rupt,  tlie  plaintiff  replied,  that  he  i 
fide  took  and  received  the  note  be 
the  payee  became  bankrupt,  witl 
any  notice  of  any  act  of  bankrup 
and  not  by  way  of  fraudulent  pre 
ence.  It  appearing  that  the  pi 
indorsed  the  note  in  blank,  befon 
became  bankrupt,  to  a  person  ' 
delivered  it  after  the  bankrup 
held,  that  the  defendant  was  enti 
to  a  verdict  on  the  issue.  Gren 
Davidson,  1  Gale  &  Dav.  499. 
And  see  Surety. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURET 

See  Surety. 

PRIORITY. 
See  Mortgage — Judgment. 

PROCEEDINGS. 

Assignees  under  a  separate 
ordered  to  produce  the  proceed 
under  the  fiat  at  the  opening  ( 
joint  fiat  against  the  same  bank 
and  his  partners,  for  the  purpos 
proving  the  act  of  bankruptcy, 
though  the  Commissioners  had 
clined  to  order  the  proceedings  I 
produced.  Ex  parte  Sharp,  2  M 
&  D.  350. 

Bankrupt  not  entitled  to  a  cop 
on  application  to  annul.  Ex  j 
Abbot,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  64. 

PROOF. 
(For  Annuity,) 
See  Annuity. 
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(By  assignee  of  another  bankrupt.) 
Must  be  supported  by  affidavit  of 

such  bankrupt.     Ex  parte  Rohson,  2 

M.  D.  &  D.  65. 

{By  Banking  Company,) 
A  member  of  a  joint  stock  banking 
company  kept  an  account  with  them 
as  his  bankers,  and  at  the  time  of  his 
bankruptcy  was  indebted  to  them  in 
a  large  balance  on  such  banking  ac- 
count, the  company  being  also  con- 
siderably indebted  to  various  other 
persons.  Held,  that  the  company 
had  a  right  of  proof  against  tlie 
bankrupt  for  the  balance  due  on  such 
banking  account.  Re  Caldecott,  2  M. 
D.  &  D.  S(S%. 

And  see  Banking  Company. 

(On  BilU  of  Exchange.) 
The  plaintiff  accepted  two  bills 
drawn  upon  him  by  the  defendant  for 
value.  Before  they  arrived  at  matu- 
rity, the  plaintiff,  being  unable  to 
meet  them,  it  was  agreed  that  he 
should  accept  other  two  bills  in  lieu 
of  them,  in  consideration  of  which 
the  defendant  undertook  to  provide 
for  the  first  two,  which  he  had  nego- 
ciated ;  the  defendant,  liowever,  failed 
to  perform  his  engagement,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay  all  the 
bills.  The  two  first  bills  became 
due  before,  but  were  not  taken  up  by 
the  plaintiff  until  after  the  issuing  of 
the  fiat  against  the  defendant.  In  an 
action  against  the  defendant  for  a 
breach  of  the  indemnity,  hetd,  that 
the  bills  constituted  a  debt  of  the 
bankrupt  for  which  the  plaintiff  was 


liable  at  the  time  the  fiat  issued, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  52d  section 
of  6  Geo.  4.  c.  IG.  and  consequently 
that  the  certificate  was  a  bar.  Filbey 
V.  Lawford,  4  Scott,  N.  R.  208. 
Affirmed  on  error  in  Exchequer 
Chamber,  4  Scott,  N.  R.  611. 

Proof  admitted  on  bill  of  exchange 
obtained  by  fraud,  where  holder  was 
ignorant  of  the  fraud.  Ex  parte 
Samuel,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  384. 

(Ascertained  amount — Liquidated 
demand.) 

Where  a  plaintiff  obtained  a  decree 
against  the  defendant,  referring  it  to 
the  Master  to  take  an  account  of 
what  was  due  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  what  the  Master  should  so  find 
to  be  due  should  be  paid  to  the 
plaintiff  with  costs,  to  be  taxed  by 
the  Master,  and  the  Master  did  not 
make  his  report  until  after  a  fiat  had 
issued  against  the  defendant:  Held, 
that  the  decree  was  not  final,  and 
therefore  the  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  prove  for  the  amount  of  the 
debt  and  costs  found  due  by  the 
Master's  report.  Ex  parte  Croise,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  308. 

The  plaintiff,  in  an  action  at  law, 
obtains  a  judge's  order  for  payment 
of  the  debt  and  costs  on  a  particular 
day,  in  default  of  which  he  is  to  be 
at  liberty  to  sign  judgment;  but  the 
defendant  not  being  able  to  pay  the 
debt  at  the  time  specified,  the  plain- 
tiff extends  the  time  of  payment,  be- 
fore the  expiration  of  which  the  de- 
fendant becomes  bankrupt,  and  the 
3l2 
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cosls  are  not  taxed  until  after  his 
bankruptcy.  Held,  that  the  plaintiflP 
could  prove  for  the  amount  of  the 
taxed  costs  as  well  as  for  the  prin- 
cipal sum.  Ex  parte  Ferris,  2  M.  D. 
Sf  D.  746. 

^Ind  see  Liquidated  Demand. 

{Uquidated  danand— Joint  or  sepa- 
rate debt.) 
A  customer,  who  keeps  at  his 
banker's  for  safe  custody  a  box,  to 
the  key  of  which  the  bankers  have 
access,  lends  to  a  partner  in  the  bank 
some  railway  bonds  contained  in  the 
box,  on  the  security  of  certain  certi- 
ficates, which  are  thereupon  deposited 
in  the  box,  together  with  a  memo- 
randum stating  the  circumstances  of 
the  loan,  but  not  fixing  any  time  for 
the  replacement  of  the  bonds.  After- 
wards the  partner,  without  the  cus- 
tomer's knowledge,  removes  the  cer- 
tificates, and  substitutes  for  them 
other  securities,  and  the  firm  becomes 
bankrupt.     Held, 

1.  That  the  joint  estate  was  not 
li/ible  in  respect  of  the  abstraction  of 
the  certificates. 

2,  Thar,  although  no  time  was 
fixed  for  the  replacement  of  the 
bonds,  the  abstraction  of  the  certifi- 
cates rescinded  the  loan,  and  gave 
the  customer  the  right  of  proof  against 
lUc  separate  estate  of  the  partner, 
the  authority  of  Utterson  v.  Vernon 
not  applying  to  such  a  case. 

3*  That  the  sum  provable  was  not 
the  value  of  the  certificates,  but  the 
value  of  the  bonds  at  the  time  of  the 
abstraction  of  the  certificates. 


4.  That  the  customer  was  entii 
to  an  order  for  a  sale  of  the  securi 
substituted  without  his  knowlec 
with  leave  to  prove  for  the  dif 
ence  between  the  proceeds  and 
value  of  the  bonds.  Ex  parte  E 
2M.  D.  &D.  m. 

The  same  customer  lends  ot 
railway  bonds  to  the  6rm,  on  hav 
deposited  in  his  box,  as  a  secur 
railway  bonds  of  a  different  desci 
tion,  together  with  a  memorandt 
engaging  the  firm  to  replace 
original  at  or  within  the  expirat 
of  three  months,  if  required  so  to  < 
On  a  petition  stating  this  transacti 
and  that  the  substituted  bonds  1 
been  withdrawn  and  others  subi 
tuted  for  them,  but  not  stating  ti 
any  request  for  replacement  of  i 
original  bonds  had  been  made,  i 
containing  any  statement  as  to  i 
customer's  knowledge  of  the  1 
substitution,  except  one,  to  the  eflF 
that  the  substitution  was  made  at  1 
request  of  the  firm.  Held^  that  l 
customer  had  no  provable  debt 
respect  of  the  loan.     Ibid, 

{As  to  Proof  in  respect  of  joint  a 

separate  debts.) 

See  Lunacy — Partnership. 

{Misconduct  of  creditor.) 
A,,  an  innkeeper,  assigns  the  pi 
mises  and  furniture  to  B.,  as  his  si 
cessor  in  the  inn,  and  places  his  sc 
who  was  a  minor,  with  6.  at  a  yeai 
salary  in  the  first  instance,  but  up 
the  understanding  that  he  was  aftc 
wards  to  be  taken  in  as  a  partnc 
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Tlie  license  is  transferred  to  B.  and 
A.^9  son  jointly  5  and  B.  becomes 
bankrupt  after  contracting  a  large 
debt  with  A. ;  the  proof  of  which  is 
rejected  by  the  Commissioners  on  the 
ground  that  A.  concealed  his  son's 
minority,  and  thus  induced  parties  to 
trust  the  bankrupt,  who  had  no  capi- 
tal. Held^  that  the  Commissioners 
were  not  justified  in  rejecting  the 
proof.  Ex  parte  Archer^  2  M.  D.  & 
D.  784. 

(Paymeni  in  full  on  proof.) 
A  pecuniary  legatee  is  entitled  to 
payment  in  full  out  of  the  dividend, 
in  respect  of  a  proof  upon  a  devas- 
tavit of  a  bankrupt  who  is  executor 
and  residuary  legatee.  Ex  parte  Tur- 
ner, 2M.  D.  &D.  613. 

And  see  Servants. 

{Where  there  is  a  securitji  for  the 
debt.) 
Where  the  bankrupt  and  his  wife 
executed  a  power  of  appointment  of 
the  wife's  estate  to  a  creditor  as  a 
security  for  a  debt  due  from  the 
bankrupt,  held,  that  the  creditor 
might  prove  for  the  whole  debt  with- 
out giving  up  the  security,  it  being 
incumbent  on  him  to  recover  what 
he  could  from  the  bankrupt's  estate 
before  he  resorted  to  the  property  of 
the  wife.  Ex  parte  Hedderiy,  2  M. 
D.  &  D.  487. 

A  partnership  debt  secured  by  a 
joint  and  several  covenant  may  be 
proved  against  the  separate  estate 
without  relinquishment  of  joint  secu- 


rity.    Ex  parte  Shepherd,  2  M.  D.  & 
D.  204;  1  Phil.  56,  S.  C. 

{Tort  of  partner.) 
See  Liquidated  Demand — Proof. 

(^Expunging  Proof.) 
A  petition  to  the  Court  of  Review 
to  expunge  a  proof  may  be  presented 
by  one  creditor ;  aiiter,  if  the  appli- 
cation is  made  to  the  commissioner 
when  it  must  be  by  two  or  more, 
under  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  60.  Ex 
parte  Broadletf,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  524, 

Commissioners  have  no  jurisdiction 
to  expunge  a  proof  placed  on  the  pro- 
ceedings by  order  of  the  Court  of 
Review  ;  and  they  can  only  expunge 
a  proof  on  the  ground  that  the  debt 
is  not  due.  It  is  irregular  for  them 
to  state,  as  a  ground  for  expunging, 
that  the  bankrupt's  liability  has  been 
discharged.  Ex  parte  Whitvsorth,  2 
M.  D.  &D.  164. 

{Election — retiring  from  proof.) 
A  joint  and  separate  creditor,  who 
has  proved  against  the  joint  estate,  not 
permitted,  without  special  grounds^ 
to  retire  from  his  proof,  and  to  prove 
against  the  separate  estate.  E,x  parte 
Dixon,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  312. 

{Rejection  by  Commissioners.) 
Where  Commissioners  have  not  ad- 
mitted a  proof  tendered  to  them,  the 
Court  may  direct  it  to  be  placed  on 
the  proceedings  at  once,  without  re- 
ferring it  buck  to  the  Commissioners, 
although  the  proof  may  not  have  been 
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rejected,  but  only  adjourned.  Ex 
parte  Whitworth,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  158. 
Petition  complaining  of  rejection  of, 
neither  sets  forth  the  grounds  of  the 
rejection,  nor  states  that  none  were 
assigned.  Held,  that  the  petition 
might  nevertheless  be  heard.  Ex 
parte  Mudie,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  490. 

{Petition  to  prove,) 
Costs  of  petition  to  prove  against 
estate  of  executor  for  breach  of  trust 
come  out  of  his  esUte.     Ex  parte 
Bridgman,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  692. 

(Consequence  of  not  proving.) 
A  creditor  who   has   not  proved 
cannot  petition  to  stay  certificate.   Ex 
parte  Merton,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  142. 

A  creditor  who  has  not  proved  may 
petition  to  remove  assignee,  but  he 
must  swear  to  his  debt.  Ex  parte 
Bamett,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  692. 

PROTECTED  TRANSACTIONS. 
In  trover  by  assignees  of  a  bank- 
rupt against  the  sheriff,  the  latter 
justified  under  a  judgment  recovered 
in  this  Court ;  Kji.fa,  issued  thereon, 
and  a  seizure,  before  the  fiat.  The 
plea  also  stated  a  sale  of  the  goods, 
but  without  averring  it  was  before  the 
fiat,  and  alleged  that  at  the  lime  of 
the  seizure  5.,  the  execution  creditor, 
had  no  notice  of  any  prior  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. The  replication  stated  that 
before  the  judgment  was  recovered, 
the  bankrupt  made  his  warrant  of  at- 
torney, authorising  certain  attornies 
to  appear  for  him  and  receive  a  de- 


claration of  debt  at  the  suit  of  <S.,  and 
thereupon  to  confess  such  action,  oi 
else  to  suffer  judgment  by  nU  dkit  ox 
otherwise  to  pass  against  him  in  sucb 
action,  to  be  forthwith  entered  up 
against  him  of  record  ;  it  then  averred 
that  the  judgment  in  the  plea  men- 
tioned was  had  and  obtained  on  the 
said  warrant  of  attorney,  and  that  it 
was  given  by  way  of  fraudulent  pre- 
ference. The  rejoinder  only  denied 
that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  given 
by  way  of  fraudulent  preference,  and 
the  jury  found  the  issue  for  the  de- 
fendants. Held,  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante 
veredicto,  it  being  admitted  on  the  re- 
cord that  the  judgment  was  Obtained 
on  the  warrant  of  attorney,  which 
could  only  authorize  a  judgment  by 
confession,  nil  dicit,  or  other  default, 
and  therefore  that  the  case  was  within 
6  Geo,  4.  c.  16.  s.  106.,  and  the  exe- 
cution was  not  protected  by  2  &  3 
Vict.  c.  29.  Rawdon  v.  Wentuorth, 
10  Mees.  &  Wels.  :iQ. 

A  creditor,  on  a  judgment  founded 
upon  a  warrant  of  attorney,  issued 
execution  thereon,  and  seized  and  sold 
the  goods  of  the  debtor  under  nji,fa, 
without  notice  of  any  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy committed  by  the  debtor.  On 
the  day  af\er  the  sale,  a  fiat  in  bank- 
ruptcy issued  against  the  debtor. 
Held,  that  the  assignees  were  not  en- 
titled  to  recover  from  the  creditor  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale,  inasmuch  as  at 
the  time  of  the  fiat  he  was  not  a  cre- 
ditor of  the  bankrupt  within  the  6  Geo. 
4.  c.  16.  8. 108.     Notice  to  a  sheriff^s 
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oflScer  in  possession  under  a  Ji.fa.  of 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by 
the  defendants  is  not  notice  within 
the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29.  Sembk,  a  ge- 
neral notice  to  the  creditor  that  the 
debtor  has  committed  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, is  sufficient,  without  stating 
the  nature  of  it.  Ramsey  v.  Eaton, 
10  Mees.  &  Wels.  S2. 

A,  and  B.  brothers  being  partners 
in  trade,  and  B.  being  largely  indebted 
to  the  partnership,  B.  borrowed  500/. 
from  a  loan  company,  which  was  se- 
cured by  a  bond  of  C.  (the  uncle  of 
A.  and  B.)  and  two  other  persons, 
and  by  a  policy  of  assurance  on  B.*s 
life.  Of  this  sum  B,  paid  400/.  into 
the  partnership  funds  ;  B,  afterwards 
executed  a  warrant  of  attorney  in 
favour  of  C,  to  indemnify  him  against 
the  consequences  of  the  bond.  B. 
having  made  default  in  payment  of  the 
premiums  on  the  policy  of  assurance, 
the  loan  company  called  on  C.  for  pay- 
ment under  this  bond,  whereupon  C. 
entered  up  judgment  on  the  warrant 
of  attorney  against  B.,  and  issued  a 
fi.fa.  thereon,  which  was  levied  on 
the  partnership  effects  on  5th  August, 
1840.  At  that  time  A,  and  B,  were 
in  a  state  of  hopeless  insolvency.  On 
the  7th  August  another^. /a.,  at  the 
suit  of  another  creditor,  was  issued 
against  B.,  and  levied  on  the  partner- 
ship effects.  On  the  8th  August  ^., 
in  the  name  of  tlie  partnership,  en- 
dorsed and  delivered  to  C.  on  account 
of  his  claim  against  B.,  bills  of  ex- 
change drawn  by  A.  and  B.  for  81/., 
which  were  paid  at  maturity,  and  on 


the  lOth  A.  paid  to  C,  on  the  same 
account,  out  of  the  monies  of  the  firm, 
a  further  sum  of  80/.  in  cash.  On 
the  10th  a  docket  was  struck  against 
A,  and  B.  and  on  the  1 2th  a  fiat  was 
issued  against  them,  grounded  on  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  committed  on  the 
5th  August;  and  on  the  ISth  they 
were  duly  adjudged  bankrupts.  Held^ 
that  the  assignees  were  entitled  to 
recover  from  C.  the  amount  of  the 
payments  so  made  to  him  on  the  8th 
and  10th  August,  and  that  they  were 
not  protected  by  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29., 
not  being  payments  really  and  Ifond 
Jidc  made  within  the  meaning  of  that 
statute,  even  though  C.  were  assumed 
to  have  received  them  without  notice 
of  the  bankruptcy.  Semble  (per  Al- 
derson,  B.),  that  a  mere  payment  by 
i  a  bankrupt  to  a  creditor,  after  the  act 
I  of  bankruptcy,  is  not  a  contract,  deal- 
i  ing,  or  transaction,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29. ;  but  that  the 
case  of  such  a  payment  is  still  go- 
verned by  the  6  Geo,  4.  c.  16.  s.  81. 
QucerCf  whether  these  were  payments 
made  by  way  of  fraudulent  preference 
within  that  section.  Turquand  v.  Fiwi- 
derplank,  10  Mees.  &  Wels.  180. 

Where  an  execution  hy  fieri  facias 
on  a  judgment  by  warrant  of  attorney 
(not  given  by  way  of  fraudulent  pre- 
ference) was  executed  by  seizure  aAer 
a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy,  but  not 
completed  by  sale  of  the  goods  seized 
before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  which 
was  subsequent  to  the  passing  of  the 
2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29  :  Held,  that  the 
execution  creditor  was  not  entitled  to 


Sis       PiotecUd  Tratigaciums. 


INDEX. 


Re-hearing, 


'■  I 


the  benefit  of  It  as  against  the  assignees 
of  the  bankrupt,  the  stat.  2  &  3  Flct, 
c.  29,  not  having  the  effect  of  render- 
ing valid  such  executions,  so  as  to 
entitle  the  execution  creditor  to  tlie 
benefit  of  them  as  against  the  assig- 
nees, nor  repealed  the  108th  section 
of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  Whitmore  v. 
Robertson,  8  Mees.  &  Wels.  463. 

The  protection  given  by  the  statute 
2  &  3  Vki.  c.  29.  s.  1.  to  contracts 
with  bankrupts  and  executions  against 
their  goods  bond  fide  executed  or 
levied  before  the  date  and  issuing  of 
the  fiat  in  bankruptcy,  is  not  receiv- 
able in  evidence  in  an  action  of  trover 
by  the  assignees  against  an  execution 
creditor,  either  under  the  plea  of  not 
guilty,  or  a  plea  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  not  lawfully  possessed  of  the 
goods  as  assignees  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  conversion. 

Semble  also,  that  the  latter  plea 
does  not  render  it  necessary  for  the 
plaintiffs  to  prove  the  petitioning 
creditor's  debt.  Bi/ers  v.  Southwell, 
9  Car.  &  Pay.  320. 

A  payment  by  a  trader  to  a  creditor, 
by  way  of  composition,  the  former  not 
contemplating  and  the  latter  having 
no  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  is 
a  payment  really  and  bond  fide  made 
within  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  82.  Gibson 
V.  Muskett,  3  Scott,  N.  R.  433. 

In  an  action  of  trover  by  assignees 
of  a  bankrupt,  the  defendant  pleaded, 
first,  a  traverse  of  the  plaintifTs  pro- 
perty as  assignees;  secondly,  that 
after  the  bankruptcy,  and  before  the 
fiat,  the   plaintiffs,  as  assignees,  by 


reason  of  the  relation  of  their  title  to 
the  time  of  the  bankruptcy ,  although 
not  then  appointed,  were  owners  of 
the  goods ;  that  the  bankrupt,  subject 
only  to  their  said  title  as  assignees, 
was  possessed  of  the  goods,  and  that 
the  defendants  took  them  under  an  ex- 
ecution bond  fide  executed  and  levied 
against  him,  without  any  notice  of 
any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy.  Semble, 
that  the  latter  plea  amounted  only  to 
an  argumentative  traverse  of  the  pos- 
session of  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees, 
and  that  therefore  the  two  pleas  could 
not  be  pleaded  together.  Turquand 
V.  Havtrejf,  9  Mees.  &  Wels.  727;  1 
Dow.  P.  C.  N.  S.  925. 

PROTECTION  FROM  ARREST. 
Where  a  party  had  been  summoned 
to  attend  the  registrar  on  a  matter 
which  had  been  referred  to  him  by  the 
Court,  and  after  being  examined,  was 
arrested  near  the  outer  door  of  the 
registrar's  ofHce,  he  was  ordered  to 
be  discharged,  but  without  costs 
against  the  officer,  as  he  would  not 
undertake  to  bring  an  action  for  faUe 
imprisonment.  Ex  parte  Burt,  2  M. 
D.  &  D.  666. 

RECOVER. 

See  Judgment. 

REGISTRAR. 

{Witness  attending  before.) 
See  Protection  from  Arrest. 

RE-HEARING. 
After  a  petition  has  been  heard  by 
the  Court  of  Review,  and  the  order 
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made  on  it  confirmed  on  appeal  by  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  the  Court  will  not 
re-hear  the  petition  on  the  ground 
that  the  party  has  discovered  a  new 
fact,  which,  if  he  had  used  due  dili- 
gence, he  might  have  known  before 
the  former  hearing,  more  especially 
when  the  object  appeared  to  be  to 
raise  a  chance  of  a  different  decision 
in  the  Court  of  Appeal.  Ex  parte 
Pennell,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  598. 

A  petition  for  re-iiearing  will  be 
dismissed,  unless  some  new  fact  of  im- 
portance is  stated  to  have  been  dis- 
covered since  the  former  hearing. 
Ex  parte  Mould,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  7  li. 

On  ground  of  mistake  in  petition. 
See  Petition. 

H  ELATION. 
/!,,  who  possessed  a  real  estate, 
committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  ;  lie 
afterwards  took  the  benefit  of  the 
Insolvent  Debtors*  Act,  and  was  sub- 
sequently declared  bankrupt.  Ilild, 
that  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy 
could  not  make  a  good  title  to  the 
real  estate  of  the  bankrupt ;  that  the 
estate  was  vested  in  the  assignee  of  the 
insolvency,  and  that  the  objection  was 
one  of  title,  and  not  of  conveyance. 
Hidcbotham  v.  Barrington,  3  Bea.  52'L 

RELATION  TO  ACT  OF  BANK- 
UUPTCY. 

See    Act    of    Bank iiurTCY  — Pro- 
tected Transactions — Rei'Uted 

OwNERSIIir. 

RENT. 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 


REPUTED  OWNERSHIP. 

A.y  a  London  merchant,  in  London, 
on  the  17ih  of  February  bought  of 
/?.,  an  oil  merchant  at  Hull,  ten  tuns 
of  oil,  which  were  paid  for  by  A.'s 
acceptance  for  the  amount  of  the 
price.  Upon  the  completion  of  the 
purchase,  the  oil  was  drawn  off  from 
the  cisterns  in  which  B.kept  his  stock, 
and  put  into  nineteen  casks,  which 
were  numbered  and  marked  with  B/s 
initials,  and  removed  into  another 
warehouse,  called  the  shipping  ware- 
house, to  await  A/s  orders  as  to  the 
shipment  on  the  0th  of  March.  A. 
demanded  the  delivery  of  the  oil,  but 
B.i  having  then  suspended  payment, 
said  that  he  could  not  deliver  the  oil 
without  authority.  On  the  i3rd  April 
a  fiat  was  issued  against  B,  Held, 
that  the  oil  was  not  in  the  possession 
of  B,  as  reputed  owner  within  the 
meaning  of  the  G  Geo.  4.  c.  IG.  s.  7Ji., 
it  being  necessary  to  prove  some  re- 
putation of  ownership  besides  the 
mere  fact  of  possession  to  bring  the 
case  within  the  provisions  of  the 
enactment.  Ex  parte  Dover,  2  M.  D. 
&  D.  2.^9. 

To  a  count  in  trover  for  goods 
seized  by  the  defendant  as  sheriff,  the 
defendant  pleaded  not  possessed  :  the 
plaintiff  claimed  to  he  entitled  to  the 
goods  in  question  under  a  bill  of  sale 
by  which  they  had  been  conveyed  to 
him  by  C.  :  it  was  proved  that  C.  had 
continued  in  possession  of  the  goods, 
with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  after 
the  execution  of  the  bill  of  sale  ;  and 
that  while  so  in  possession  he  became 
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bankrupt:  the  assignees  under  the 
fiat  at  first  repudiated,  by  the  act  of 
their  messenger,  all  title  to  the  goods ; 
but  subsequently,  upon  the  goods 
being  seized  by  the  sheriff  at  the  suit 
of  another  person,  asserted  their  title, 
and  having  indemnified  the  sheriff, 
received  from  him  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  the  goods.  Hcld^  first,  that  the 
goods  were  in  the  order  and  dispo- 
sition of  the  bankrupt  at  the  time  of 
his  bankruptcy,  with  the  consent  of 
the  true  owner,  within  the  6  Geo.  4. 
c.  16.  s.7%.  Secondly,  that  under 
the  plea  of  not  possessed  the  defend- 
ant in  the  suit  was  entitled  to  set  up 
the  title  of  the  assignees  to  the  goods ; 
and  that  that  title  reverted  back  to 
the  date  of  the  bankruptcy,  notwith- 
standing the  act  of  the  messenger 
under  the  fiat.  Leake  v.  Lcroeday^  2 
Dowl.  P,  C.  N.  S.  624. 

Two  of  the  next  of  kin  of  an  inn- 
keeper who  dies  intestate  carry  on  the 
business  in  their  own  names,  and  pay 
some  of  the  intestate's  debts,  but  do 
not  take  out  administration  to  her 
estate ;  they  afterwards  become  bank- 
rupt, and  then  another  of  the  next  of 
kin  takes  out  administration.  Held, 
that  the  stock  in  trade  and  fixtures 
belonged  to  the  administrator,  and  did 
not  pass  to  the  assignees  under  the 
72nd  section ;  the  case  of  Fox  v.  FUker 
not  establishing,  generally,  that  effects 
in  a  bankrupt's  hands  as  an  executor 
de  ton  tort  arc  within  the  operation  of 
that  section.  Ex  parte  Thomas^  2  M. 
D.  &  D.  29i ;   1  PhiU.  159,  S.  C. 

In  an  action  brought  by  plaintiffs 


as  assignees  of  A.  /S*.,  the  charterer  c 
a  certain  ship,  against  G.  C  as  ownei 
for  alleged  breaches  of  the  charte 
party,  it  being  admitted  on  the  plead 
ings  that  the  bankrupt  was  left  ii 
sole  possession  and  management  o 
the  cargo,  with  full  power  to  dispose 
of  or  gain  credit  upon  any  portion  o 
it,  and  having  parted  with  no  docu- 
ment  that  was  essential  to  his  powei 
of  disposal.  Held,  that  it  passed  tc 
the  plaintiff  as  goods  in  the  order  anc 
disposition  of  the  bankrupt  at  the 
time  of  his  bankruptcy,  under  6  Geo. 
4.  c.  16.  s.  72.  Belcher  v.  Capper  and 
oiherty  5  Scott  N.  R.  257. 

S,  and  0.  assign  all  their  stock  and 
effects  to  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of 
their  creditors,  and  dissolve  their 
partnership;  S,  continues  on  the  same 
premises,  and  carries  on  a  diflferent 
branch  of  trade,  and  soon  afterwards 
takes  in  H,  as  a  partner.  Part  of  the 
stock  of  5.  and  0.  which  had  been  as- 
signed to  the  trustees,  was  a  quantity 
o{  New  Zealand  flax,  which  remained 
unsold  upon  the  premises,  but  was 
separately  warehoused  and  kept  dis- 
tinct from  the  stock  of  the  new  part- 
nership, and  was  not  adapted  for  the 
new  manufacture  carried  on  by  S,  and 
H.,  and  six  months  afterwards  a  joint 
fiat  against  S,  and  0.  Held,  that  the 
trustees  were  entitled  to  the  flax,  and 
that  the  clause  of  order  and  disposi- 
tion did  not  apply  to  such  a  state  of 
circumstances.  Ex  parte  Fardon,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  694. 

Fixtures  are  not  within  6  Geo.  4. 
c.   16.  8.  72.     Sim  ▼.  Grazebrook,  4 
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Scott,  N.  R.  565  ;  Ex  parte  Heath- 
coate,  2  M.  D.  8c  D.  711. 
And  see  Fixtures. 

The  defendants,  with  whom  the 
bankrupt  had  deposited  a  policy  of 
assurance  as  security  for  an  advance 
of  money,  sent  an  agent  to  the  ofKcc 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whe- 
ther the  bankrupt  had  paid  the  pre- 
mium, with  directions  to  him  to  pay 
it  if  the  bankrupt  had  omitted  to  do 
so.  The  agent  toUl  a  clerk  in  the 
office  that  the  policy  had  been  so 
deposited  with  the  defendants. 

Semble,  that  this  was  not  such  a 
notice  to  the  office  as  to  take  the 
policy  out  of  the  order  and  disposition 
of  the  bankrupt,  the  practice  of 
the  office  requiring  the  notice  to  be 
in  writing.  But,  held,  that  it  was  a 
circumstance  amongst  others,  upon 
which  the  jury  were  to  exercise  their 
judgment.  Edwards  v.  Scott,  2  Scott, 
N.  R.  26G. 

The  bankrupt  was  a  shareholder  in 
a  joint  stock  banking  company,  one 
of  the  rules  of  which  was,  that  the 
bank  should  have  a  lien  on  tlie  shares 
of  every  shareholder  for  any  balance 
due  from  him  to  the  company  ;  the 
bankrupt  also  carried  on  the  separate 
trade  of  a  banker,  under  the  firm  of 
"  Young  &  Co.,"  and  was  indebted 
to  the  banking  company  in  a  large 
balance  on  a  running  account ;  to 
secure  this  balance,  in  addition  to  the 
company's  lien  on  the  shares  of  the 
bankrupt,  he  had  deposited  with  the 
company  two  policies  of  life  assu- 
rance, and  other  securities,  but  no 


notice  of  the  deposit  had  been  given 
to  the  insurance  office.  Held,  1st. 
That,  no  joint  creditors  of  the  banking 
company  having  proved  under  the 
fiat,  the  company  were  entitled  to 
prove  for  the  residue  of  their  debts, 
after  deducting  the  proceeds  of  their 
securities  ;  2ndly.  That  the  want  of 
notice  to  the  insurance  office  was  not 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  }>olicies 
being  in  the  reputed  ownership  of  the 
bankrupt,  and  that  no  evidence  having 
been  adduced  of  such  reputed  owner- 
ship, the  banking  company  were  enti- 
tled to  tlie  premises  in  question.  Ex 
parte  Cooper,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  1. 

Reputed  ownership  in  a  i)olicy  is  a 
fact  to  be  proved,  and  not  to  be  con- 
clusively inferred  from  absence  of 
notice  to  the  office  of  a  change  of 
ownership.  Ex  parte  Heathcoate,  % 
M.  D.  &  I).  711. 

H,  being  a  trader,  and  the  local 
agent  of  an  insurance  company,  whose 
head  office  was  in  Dublin,  effected 
two  policies  of  insurance  with  the 
company  upon  his  own  life,  and  sub- 
sequently assigned  these  policies  over 
to  a  banking  company,  to  which  he 
was  largely  indebted.  At  the  time 
of  the  assignments  respectively,  a 
formal  notice  was  given  to  him  as 
agent  of  the  company;  H.  subse- 
quently became  bankrupt^  and  after- 
wards died.  On  a  contest  between 
the  assignee  of  the  policies  and  the 
general  body  of  creditors,  held,  that 
the  notice  was  insufficient,  being  a 
Dublin  one,  there  being  nothing  on 
the  foce  of  the  policies  to  show  that 
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ihcy  were  cfFectcd  in  the  place  for 
which  H,  was  the  agent.  In  re  Hen- 
nesiif,  2  Dr.  &  War.  555  ;  1  Con.  & 
Law.  559.  S.  C. 

Sanbie,  where  the  agent  and  as- 
signee are  the  same  person,  notice  to 
the  agent  is  not  sufficient.     Ibid. 

All  the  assured  in  the  Equitable 
Assurance  Office  are  partners  in  the 
society,  and  therefore  express  notice 
of  an  assignment  of  a  policy  effected 
with  that  society  need  not  be  given 
to  take  it  out  of  the  order  and  dispo- 
sition of  the  assignor.  Duncan  v. 
Chamberlayne^  II  Sim.  123. 

Although  no  notice  is  given  to  an 
insurance  office  of  the  deposit  of  a 
policy  with  an  equitable  mortgagee, 
iemblCf  that  it  is  not  a  case  of  reputed 
ownership,  unless  some  evidence  is 
offered  that  the  bankrupt  was  still 
reputed  to  be  the  owner.  Ex  parte 
Rose,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  131. 

When  the  policy  is  effected  by  the 
bankrupt  with  a  mutual  assurance 
company,  in  which  all  the  insurers 
are  considered  as  partners,  such  a 
notice  is  not  necessary.     Ibid, 

Where  the  bankrupt,  who  was  a 
director  of  a  joint  stock  company, 
mortgaged  his  shares  to  secure  an 
advance  of  money,  but  stipulated 
that  no  notice  should  be  given  of  the 
transaction  to  the  company,  not  wish- 
ing it  to  be  known  to  his  brother 
directors,  and  the  mortgagee  acceded 
to  this  stipulation,  the  shares  were  to 
be  held  to  be  in  the  order  and  dispo- 
sition of  the  bankrupt,  within  the 
ineaning  of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.   16.  s. 


72.     Ex  parte  Nutting,  2  M.  D.  &  D. 
302. 

Reputed  ownership  of  shares  must 
be  proved,  and  is  not  to  be  conclu- 
sively inferred  from  the  absence  of 
notice  of  any  lien  upon  them.  Ex 
parte  Poolcy,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  505. 

The  mortgagee  of  a  ship  by  bill  of 
sale,  who  has  omitted  to  procure  an 
endorsement  thereof  on  the  certificate 
of  registry,  within  thirty  days  after 
the  return  of  the  ship  to  port,  as  re- 
quired by  the  registry  act,  the  regis- 
tered owner  having  after  that  time 
become  bankrupt,  has  no  equity  dis- 
tinct from  his  legal  rights  to  restrain 
the  sale  of  the  ship  by  the  assignees, 
the  title  to  the  ship  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy depending  upon  the  rule  of 
law  with  regard  to  order  and  disposi- 
tion. Campbell  v.  Thompson,  2  Hare, 
UO. 

And  see  Mortgage — Notice. 

{For  reputed  ownership  in  cases  of  dis- 
solution of  partnership.) 
See  Partnership. 

SCOTLAND. 

Fiat  issued  on  affidavit  sworn  there. 
Ex  parte  Rumset/,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  571. 

SCRIVENER. 
See  Trading. 

SECOND  FIAT. 
A   bankrupt  having   obtained    his 
certificate  under  a  second  bankruptcy, 
but  not  having  paid  fifteen  shillings  in 
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the  pound,  sets  up  as  a  tailor  and 
draper,  and  sends  circulars  soliciting 
custom  to  several  of  the  creditors 
who  have  proved  under  the  second 
hankruptcy,  and  among  others  to  one 
of  the  creditors'  assignees.  He  con- 
tinues to  trade  for  five  years,  without 
molestation  on  the  part  of  the  cre- 
ditors, having  his  name  conspicuously 
written  on  the  trade  premises,  and 
having  exposed  to  view  there  stock  in 
trade  of  considerahie  value,  and  tlien 
becomes  bankrupt  a  third  time.  Held, 
that  the  assignee  under  the  last  bank- 
ruptcy could  not  be  called  upon  to 
deliver  up  the  assets  collected  by  him 
to  the  assignees  under  the  second 
fiat,  Et  parte  Jungmichcl,  2  M.  D. 
&D.  471. 

Assignee  under  a  second  commis- 
sion, under  which  the  bankrupt  ob- 
tains his  certificate,  but  does  not  pay 
\5s,  in  the  pound,  lies  by  while  the 
bankrupt  is  subsequently  trading  to  a 
great  extent  for  a  period  of  eight 
years,  without  making  any  claim  to 
his  subsequently  acquired  property, 
the  party  then  becomes  bankrupt  a 
third  time.  Held,  that  the  assignee 
under  the  third  bankruptcy,  and  not 
the  assignee  under  the  second  com- 
mission! had  on  piinciples  of  equity 
the  preferable  claim  to  the  property 
thus  subsequently  acquired.  Heid 
also  that  such  principle  of  equity  ap- 
plied as  well  to  real  as  to  personal 
estate,  notwithstanding  the  clause  6 
Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  7i.  only  applies  to 
personal  estate.  Ex  parte  Butler,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  731. 


SECURITY 

(For  costs,) 
See  Costs. 

(Proof  without  giving  up.) 
See  Proof. 

SEPARATE  FIAT. 

(Annulling.) 
See  Fiat. 

SEPARATE  USE. 
See  Married  Woman. 

SERVANT. 

The  mate  of  a  vessel,  hired  by  the 
master,  who  was  also  one  of  the 
owners,  at  certain  wages,  is  a  servant 
within  the  meaning  of  the  4th  sec- 
tion of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  IG.,  and  is 
consequently  entitled  to  six  months' 
wages  upon  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
master  of  the  vessel.  Ex  parte  Horn* 
berg,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  642. 

Semble,  that  the  misconduct  of  a 
clerk  may  deprive  him  of  his  right 
under  the  48th  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4. 
c.  16.  to  be  paid  six  months*  salary 
in  full.  Ex  parte  Hampson,  2  M.  D, 
&  D.  462. 

Where  an  afHdavit,  in  opposition 
to  a  petition  claiming  this  right,  stated 
that  on  the  clcrk*s  accounts  being 
taken,  it  would  appear  that  by  his 
imprudence  property  of  his  employer 
had  been  lost,  this  in  the  afRdavit  was 
ordered  to  be  expunged,  as  scan- 
dalous and  impertinent,  the  respon- 
dents not  having  proposed  to  take 
the  accounts  and  sustain  the  charge. 
Ibid. 
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The  payment  in  full  directed  by 
the  48th  section  is  not  to  be  made 
out  of  the  first  monies  got  in,  but  as 
soon  as  there  is  a  sufficient  fund  for 
the  purpose,  after  proceeding  for  the 
expenses  of  working  the  fiat.     Ibid, 

SET-OFF. 

Commissioners  are  empowered  by 
an  act  of  parliament  to  levy  rates 
and  duties  on  vessels  entering  a  har- 
bour, and  also  tolls  on  vessels  navi- 
gating a  river  communicating  with 
the  harbour,  and  they  are  required  to 
apply  the  rates  and  duties  in  the  im- 
provement of  the  harbour,  and  the 
tolls  in  the  improvement  of  the  river. 
They  deposit  the  monies  received  by 
them  with  one  of  their  number,  who 
is  a  banker,  and  acts  as  treasurer^ 
and  the  accounts  and  drafts  relating 
to  the  harbour  and  river  are  sepa- 
rated and  distinguished  from  each 
other,  the  banker  having  failed, 
held,  that  a  debt  due  from  him  on 
one  account  might  be  set  off  against 
a  debt  due  to  him  on  the  other,  and 
that  the  assignees  might  be  restrained 
from  proceeding  against  the  commis- 
sioners to  recover  the  latter  debt,  al- 
though the  set-off  would  furnish  a 
good  legal  defence.  Ex  parte  Pearce, 
2  M.  D.  &  D.  142. 

Assumpsit  by  the  assignees  of  a 
bankrupt  for  goods  sold  and  delivered 
by  the  bankrupt,  with  counts  for  mo- 
ney paid,  had  and  received,  and  on 
an  account  stated.  The  defendant 
pleaded  by  way  of  set-off,  that  before 
notice  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy,  and 
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before  issuing  of  the  fiat,  and  before 
action  brought,  the  defendant  gave 
credit  to  the  bankrupt  by  accepting 
certain  bills  of  exchange  for  his  ac- 
commodation, and  at  his  request, 
without  any  consideration  or  value; 
which  said  bills  were,  before  notice 
of  the  bankruptcy,  negociated  by  the 
bankrupt  for  his  own  use  and  benefit ; 
that  the  credits  so  given  were  likely 
to  end  in  debts  from  the  bankrupt  to 
the  defendants ;  and  that  afterwards 
and  before  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  the  defendant  paid  the  said 
bills.  Heid  a  good  set-off  under  the 
G  Geo,  4.  c.  16.  s.  50,  on  the  ground 
that  a  mutual  credit  was  shown. 
Heldf  also,  that  the  assignees  could 
not  reply  a  fraudulent  delivery  of  the 
goods.  Russell  v.  Bell,  8  Mees.  & 
Wels.  277. 

And  see  Married  Women. 


SHARES. 

{Following  and  identifying,) 
See  Trust. 

{In  Company,  Mortgage  of,) 
See  Mortgage, 

SHORT  BILLS. 

See  Assignees. 
{Property  passing  to,) 

SHIP  REGISTRY  ACTS. 
See  Reputed  Ownership. 

SOLICITOR. 
See  Costs — Lien. 

SPECIAL  CASE, 

See  Bankruptcy— Fact,  Question 
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STAMP. 
An  agreement  for  sale  of  a  bank- 
rupt's property  by  his  assignees  is 
exempted  from  stamp  duty  by  6  G,  4f, 
c.  16.  a.  98.  Fiather  v.  Stubb$,  ft  G. 
&  D.  ?90. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 
See  LiauiDATED  Demand. 

STOCK-BROKER. 

See  Assignees. 

SUBSTITUTION. 

{Of  new  Petitioning  Creditor's  Debt.) 
See  Petitioning  Creditor's  Debt. 

SUPPRESSION. 
Of  facts  in  affidavit  on  which  an 
ex  parte  order  is  obtained  is,  of  itself, 
sufficient  ground  for  discharging  the 
order.  Ex  parte  Davidson,  2  M.  D. 
&D.  371. 

SURETY. 
A  trader  makes  a  promissory  note 
as  a  surety  for  the  debt  of  a  firm. 
The  firm  and  the  trader  become 
bankrupt,  and  the  creditor  proves 
against  the  estate  of  the  trader  on  the 
note,  and  against  the  separate  estate 
of  a  partner  in  the  firm  on  the  debt ; 
a  dividend  is  declared  and  paid  on 
the  former  proof,  but  not  on  the 
latter.  Held,  that  the  assignees  of 
the  trader  were  not  entitled  to  an 
order  to  prove  against  the  joint  es- 
tate of  the  firm  for  the  amount  of 
the  dividend  which  they  had  paid  on 
the  promissory  note.  Ex  parte  Brown, 
2  M.  D.  &  D.  718. 


The  rule  that  where  a  man  agrees 
to  pay  on  demand  a  debt  not  his 
own,  demand  is  necessary  to  create 
a  right  of  action  against  him,  does 
not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  joint  and 
several  promissory  note  in  which  one 
of  the  makers  is  known  to  join  only 
as  a  surety  for  the  other.  Ex  parte 
Whitworth,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  158. 

Bankers  make  an  advance  to  a  cus- 
tomer on  the  security  of  a  joint  pro- 
missory note  of  himself  and  a  surety ; 
the  customer  afterwards  pays  into  the 
bank  generally  sums  exceeding  the 
amount  of  the  advance,  and  also 
draws  out  a  still  larger  amount,  and 
becomes  bankrupt.  Held,  that  the 
surety  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  pay- 
ments appropriated  in  discharge  of  the 
sum  secured  by  the  note.     Ibid.  164. 

On  the  1st  February  the  plaintiffs 
commenced  an  action  ngainst  G.  and 
G.  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  bill  of 
exchange  for  4G8/.  1«.  Od.,  and  also 
a  large  sum  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered and  money  due  on  an  account 
stated.  They  afterwards  61ed  an  affi- 
davit in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy, 
imdcr  the  I  &  2  Fict.  c.  110.  s.  8., 
alleging  G.  and  G.  to  be  indebted  to 
them  in  468/.  U.  9(/.,  for  which  sum 
G.  and  G.  on  the  11th  February  gave 
a  bond  wiih  sureties  pursuant  to  the 
statute.  On  the  21st  March,  the 
plaintiffs  signed  judgment  against  G. 
and  G.  (against  whom  a  fiat  in  bank- 
ruptcy had  issued)  for  1 3S2L  I9s.  6d., 
which  included  the  468/.  Is.  9d.  On 
the  5ih  April  the  plaintiffs  proved 
their  debt  under  the  fiat^  excluding 
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the  amount  oftlic  bill  of  exchange  in 
respect  of  which  the  bond  had  been 
entered  into ;  on  the  12th  April  they 
lodged  a  ca,  sa,  against  G.  and  0.> 
and  on  the  30tli  May  commenced  ac- 
tions against  the  sureties  on  the  bond. 
Heldt  that  the  proof  under  the  fiat 
was  an  election  to  relinquish  the  ac- 
tion against  G.  and  G.,  and  that  the 
principal  debtors  being  thus  entitled 
to  be  discharged  if  rendered  pur- 
suant to  the  condition  of  the  bond, 
the  sureties  were  entitled  to  summary 
relief  on  motion.  Geikie  v.  HoMon, 
5  Scott,  N.  R.  484. 

Assumpsit  for  money  paid.  Plea, 
the  defendant's  certiBcate  under  a  fiat 
in  bankruptcy,  that  the  money  was 
paid  for  a  debt  of  defendant  due  be- 
fore his  bankruptcy,  for  which  plain- 
tiff was  surety ;  and  that  plaintifl' paid 
the  mo:.ey  without  any  request  from 
defendant,  except  the  request  sup- 
posed to  arise  by  law  from  the  pre- 
mises. Replication,  that  before  mo- 
ney paid  defendant  had  obtained  his 
certiBcate,  and  that  a  fmal  dividend 
had  been  made  of  his  estate,  and  that 
there  was  not  any  debt  in  respect  of 
the  payment  of  wliich  plaintiff  could 
have  proved,  or  for  which  he  could 
have  received  any  dividend. 

On  special  demurrer  to  the  repli- 
cation, Aeldf  that  the  certificate  was  a 
discharge  from  the  claim,  as  the  prin- 
cipal creditor  might  have  proved  ; 
and  if  he  had,  the  plaintiff  would 
have  been  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
that  proof,  either  in  reduction  of  his 
liability  to  the  creditor,  if  the  cre- 


ditor received  the  dividends,  or  b; 
receiving  the  dividends  himself,  if  hi 
paid  the  whole  debt  to  the  creditor 
or  the  plaintiff  might  have  paid  iXu 
debt  at  once  to  the  creditor,  and  have 
himself  proved  before  any  dividend 
was  declared ;  or  if  the  creditor  woulc 
not  take  the  debt,  the  plaintiff  mighl 
have  compelled  him  to  prove  for  the 
plaintifTs  benefit.  Jackson  v.  Magee, 
2  Gale  &  Dav.  402. 

TIME. 

{How  reckoned  under  1  4*  2  Fie/. 

c.  110.  #.8.) 

See  Act  op  Bankruptcy. 

(^For  Jiling  fFarrant  of  Attorney,) 
See  Warrant  op  Attorney. 

TRADING. 

A  person  who  keeps  a  boarding  and 
lodging-house,  where  guests  are  en- 
tertained by  the  month  or  week,  each 
having  a  bed-room  to  himself,  but 
taking  meals  with  the  proprietor  of 
the  house,  is  a  trader.  Gtbton  v. 
King,  10  Mees.  &  Wcls.  6G7  ;  1  Car. 
&  Mar.  458,  5.  C  at  Nisi  Prius. 

Sanblc,  that  a  member  of  a  gas  com- 
pany is  a  trader.  Ex  parte  Brown, 
2  M.  D.  8:  D.  758. 

Where  an  attorney  was  in  the  habit 
of  having  the  money  of  his  clients 
deposited  with  him,  to  lay  out  for 
them  upon  mortgage,  and  received 
from  others  a  compensation  or  gra- 
tuity for  procuring  loans  of  money 
for  them,  besides  his  charges  for  pre- 
paring the  mortgage  securities,  he  was 
held  to  be  a  trader  within  the  mean- 
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ing  of  the  bankrupt  laws,  as  a  money 
broker,  and  a  person  receiving  other 
men's  monies  into  his  trust  or  cus- 
tody, whether  or  not  he  might  be 
considered  liable  to  the  bankrupt 
law  as  a  banker  or  scrivener.  Ex 
parte  Gem,  2  M.  D.  &  D.  99. 

In  order  to  render  an  attorney 
liable  to  the  bankrupt  laws  as  a 
"  scrivener,  receiving  other  men's 
monies  into  his  trust  or  custody,''  it 
is  not  enough  to  show  that  he  has 
negotiated  loans,  and  charged  negoti- 
ation money ;  it  must  distinctly  ap- 
pear that  he  has  been  entrusted  (as  a 
general  means  of  obtaining  a  liveli- 
hood) in  the  language  of  the  statute. 
Lott  V.  Melville,  S  Scott  N.  R.  346. 

TROVER. 

By  assignees  of  equitable  sub- 
mortgagee to  recover  deposited  docu- 
ments. Hobson  V.  Mellow,  2  Mo.  & 
Rob.  242. 

Where  a  bill  of  exchange  for  1600/. 
was  deposited  with  the  defendant  as 
an  indemnity  to  a  third  person  against 
a  bond,  which  he  had  executed  to 
the  petitioning  creditor,  under  the  1 
&  2  Vict.  c.  110.  s.  8.,  and  the  de- 
fendant refused  to  deliver  up  the  bill 
on  the  demand  of  the  assignees  of 
the  bankrupt,  although  they  showed 
him  the  bond  in  a  cancelled  state,  and 
he  afterwards  obtained  800/.  upon 
the  bill :  Held,  iu  trover  by  the  as- 
signees for  the  bill,  that  the  obtaining 
money  on  the  bill  was  an  actual  con- 
version of  the  bill,  for  which  the 
bankrupt,  if  no  bankruptcy  had  in- 
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tervened,  might  have  sued,  and, 
therefore,  that  the  case  was  within 
the  92d  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c. 
16.,  and  the  depositions  under  the  fiat 
were  conclusive  evidence  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy. Held,  (per  Lord  Ahinger,  C. 
B.)  that  the  case  would  have  been 
within  the  section  even  if  there  had 
been  no  evidence  of  a  conversion 
except  the  demand  and  refusal.  Held 
also,  that  the  production  of  the  bond 
by  the  assignees  to  the  defendant  in 
a  cancelled  state  was  primd  facie 
evidence  that  it  was  cancelled  with 
the  consent  of  the  obligee.  Held 
also,  that  inasmuch  as  there  was  a 
conversion  of  the  whole  bill,  1600/. 
was  the  proper  measure  of  damages, 
although  800/.  only  remained  due  on 
the  bill.  Alsager  v.  Close,  10  Mee. 
&  Wels.  576. 
And  see  Protected  Transactions. 

TRUST. 
See  Limitation  over. 

TRUSTEE. 

Trust-funds  were  invested  in  the 
purchase  of  transferable  shares  in  a 
banking  company,  in  the  name  of 
one  of  the  trustees,  who  executed  a 
declaration  of  the  trusts  thereof,  (the 
rules  of  the  company  not  allowing 
shares  to  stand  in  the  names  of  joint 
owners  or  cestui  que  trusts.)  The 
trustee  was  also  a  proprietor  of 
shares  in  his  own  right  in  the  same 
company,  and  made  various  sales  and 
purchases  of  shares  therein.  There 
was  nothing  to  distinguish  which  were 
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the  individual  shares  held  hy  the 
different  proprietors,  the  same  being 
in  the  nature  of  capital  expressed  by 
quantity.  The  trustee  contracted  to 
assign  a  certaiiuiiiiinber  of  shares  to 
the  banking  campany  as  a  security 
for  the  advances  which  they  made  to 
him :  he  afterwards  became  bank- 
rupt. 

HeU  that  the  trustee  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  transferred  or  pledged 
such  shares  as  belonged  to  himself 
and  so  far  as  he  had  shares  of  his 
own,  not  to  have  transferred  or 
pledged  the  shares  of  his  cestui  que 
trusU.  Pinkett  v.  Wright,  2  Hare, 
120. 

That  therefore  the  cestui  que  trusts 
were  entitled  to  so  many  of  the  shares 
standing  in  the  name  of  the  trustee 
at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy  as 
could  be  presumed  to  be  identical 
with  the  shares  in  which  the  trust 
funds  were  invested,  from  the  fact 
that  such  a  number  of  shares  had 
always  thenceforward  stood  in  the 
name  of  the  trustee.     Ibid. 

ThvLi,  having  regard  to  the  deed  of 
association,  the  banking  company  had 
no  lien,  founded  on  the  general  rela- 
tion of  partnership,  on  the  sliarcs  of 
a  proprietor  in  respect  of  a  debt 
owing  by  the  proprietor  to  the  com- 
pany.    Ibid. 

That  the  right  which  the  directors 
of  the  banking  company  might  have 
under  the  deed  of  association,  of 
withholding  their  approval  of  the 
transfer  of  shares,  cannot  be  exer- 
cised for  the  purpose  of  previously 
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obtaining  payment  of  a  debt  due  to 
the  bank  from  the  proprietors  whose 
shares  are  proposed  to  be  transfer- 
red.    Ilfid* 

That  the  equitable  title  of  the 
cestui  que  trusts  to  the  shares  pur- 
chased with  the  trust  funds  was  for- 
feited without  notice  to  the  banking 
company  of  the  execution  of  the  de- 
claration of  trust.     Ibid. 

That  the  special  contract  by  the 
proprietor  to  assign  his  shares  to 
the  banking  company  as  a  security 
for  their  advances,  gave  the  bank  a 
lien  on  the  shares  then  standing  in  the 
name  of  the  proprietor,  of  which  he 
was  the  beneficial  owner,  and  that 
the  same  were  not  in  his  order  and 
disposition,  semble.     Ibid. 

A  new  trustee  may  be  appointed 
by  the  Court  in  the  first  instance, 
under  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  79., 
without  a  reference.  Ex  parte  Stubbs, 
2  M.  D.  &  D.  570. 

Bankruptcy  of  a  trustee  is  ''be- 
coming unfit"  to  act  in  trusts  within 
the  words  of  a  power  to  appoint  new 
trustees.  In  re  Roche,  1  Con.  & 
Law.  306;  2  Dr.  &  War.  287,  S.  C. 

Trustee  having  a  partial  beneficial 
interest  in  the  trust  property  may, 
by  deposit  of  tlie  title-deeds  for  a 
debt  of  his  own,  create  a  good  equit- 
able mortgage.  Ex  parte  Smith,  2 
M.  D.  &  D.  587. 

UNLIQUIDATED  DAMAGES. 

See  Proof — Unliquidated 
Demand. 


Warrant  of  Attorney. 

UNLIQUIDATED  DEMAND. 
See  Lien — Mortgage — Proof. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 
See  Liquidated  Demand — Mort- 
gage— Notice. 

VESTED  INTEREST. 
See  Legacy. 

WARRANT  OF  ATTORNEY. 
Goods  of  one  M.  were  seized  on 
the  15th  March  under  a  fi.  fa.  upon 
a  judgment  on  a  warrant  of  attorney 
after  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy.  A 
fiat  issued  against  M,  on  the  18th 
April,  and  the  goods  were  sold  on 
2d  May.  i/r/rf,  that  the  execution 
was  defeated  by  the  bankruptcy. 
Lackington  v.  M'Lachlan,  5  Scott  N. 
R.  874. 

Sect.  1  of  statute  S  Geo.  4.  c.  89. 
enacts,  that  warrants  of  attorney 
to  confess  judgment  shall  be  filed 
"  within  twenty-one  days  after  the 
execution."  Sect.  2  enacts,  that  un- 
less they  **  be  filed  as  aforesaid  with- 
in the  space  of  twenty-one  days  after 
the  execution,"  or  unless  judgment 
be  signed  or  execution  issued  within 
the  same  period,  this  and  the  judg- 
ment and  execution  thereon  shall  be 
fraudulent  and  void  against  the  as- 
signees of  the  party  giving  the  war- 
rant, if  he  become  bankrupt  afler  the 
expiration  of  twenty -one  days  next 
after  the  execution  of  the  warrant. 
Heldf  that  the  twenty-one  days  for 
filing  are  to  be  reckoned  exclusively 
of  the  day  of  execution,  and  that  a 
warrant  executed  on  the  9th  Deccm- 


INDEX.  Warrant  of  Attorney.    859 

ber,  and  filed  on  the  80th  December, 
was  in  time.  Williams  v.  Burgess,  12 
Ad.  &  El.  685. 

A  warrant  of  attorney  which  has 
not  been  filed,  and  od  which  judg- 
ment has  not  been  signed  or  execu- 
tion issued  within  twenty-one  days 
from  the  execution  thereof,  pursuant 
to  8  Geo.  4.  c.  89.,  is  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  assignees,  though  the 
petitioning  creditor's  debts  upon  which 
the  fiat  is  founded  did  not  exist  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
warrant  of  attorney,  or  within  the 
twenty-one  days.  Everett  v.  Wells, 
2  Scott  N.  R.  525 ;  2  Man.  &  Gr. 
269,  S.  C. 

Semble,  that  such  security  is  liable 
to  be  defeated  by  bankruptcy  at  any 
distance  of  time,  unless  execution  be 
actually  executed.    Ibid. 

An  attorney  acting  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff  cannot  validly  attest 
the  execution  of  a  warrant  of  at- 
torney, under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110. 
s.  9.,  although  named  by  the  defend- 
ant himself,  who  knows  him  to  be 
the  plaintiff's  attorney.  The  appli- 
cation may  be  made  at  the  instance 
of  the  defendant's  assignees,  and  as 
the  warrant  is  a  nullity,  delay  is  im- 
material, in  applying  to  set  aside  a 
judgment  and  execution  signed  and 
issued  thereon.  Cocks  v.  Edwards, 
2  Dow.  P.  C,  N.  S.  55. 

The  decision  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer, "  that  the  2  &  8  Fict.  c. 
29.,  has  not  rendered  valid  execu- 
tions or  judgments  on  warrants  of 
attorney  executed  by  seizure  afler  a 
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Witness. 


secret  act  of  bankruptcy,  but  not 
completed  by  a  sale  of  the  goods 
prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,"  af- 
firmed on  error.  Skey  v.  Carter^  2 
Dow.  N.  S.  851.. 

WARRANT  OF  COMMIS- 
SIGNERS. 

The  plaintiff  was  summoned  by 
Commissioners  of  bankrupt  to  ap- 
pear' beibre  them  at  eleven  o'clock, 
and  produce  an  indenture. .  He  ap- 
peal at  eleven,  and  afterwards  at 
one.  While  the  Commissioners  were 
engfU^lbd  with*  another  case  he  left. 
He  was  subsequently  apprehended 
by  virtue  of  a  warrant  issued  by  the 
Commissioners,  which,  afler  reciting 
the  sumirtODS,  directed  the  officer  to 
bring  the  plaintiff  **  to  be  examined 


as  aforesaid,  and  to  produce  th 
assignment."  HcH  1.  that  th< 
rant  was  regular,  inasmuch  as 
the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  wai 
the  Commissioners  were  rea< 
examine  him.  2.  That  the  w 
was  not  vitiated  by  the  introd 
of  the  words  '*  to  be  examine 
to  produce  the  said  assignr 
Wright  V.  Maude,  «  Dow.  P. 
S.  517. 

WIFE. 
See  Married  Woman. 

WITNESS. 

To  prove  act  of  bankruptcy 

1  &  2  Fict.  c.  110.  s.  8.,  atten 

of,  dispensed  with  at  opening  o 

Ex  parte  Bowman,  2  M.  D.  &  I 
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